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MAGISTERIAL_ CASES 


REPORTED IN 
“ THE JUSTICE OF ‘THE Peack” 


PART I. NOW READY. 

The Proprietors of ‘‘ The Justice of the Peace” have decided to issue in a separate form 
all the cases relating to Macisterta, Law that appear in f The Justice of the 
Peace,” and these they propose to publish in Quarterly Parts, with Index and Digest, 
price 3s. 6d. per Part ; Annual Subscription, payable in advance, 10s. 6d., post-free. 

Part I., January-March, 1896, now ready. 
The Parts are carefully Edited by Mr. 8. G. LUSHINGTON, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at- 
Law, one of the Editors of ‘‘ The Justice of the Peace.” 





Just published. In 2 vols., price 67s. 6d.; for cash with order, carriage paid, 5és. 3d. 


LUMLEY’S PUBLIC HEALTH, 


With very extensive additions, including all Statutes relating to Public Health to the 
resent time, and Notes containing all Cases to date of Publication, Index, &c. Fourth 
Baition. By ALEXANDER MACMORRAN, + Q.C., M.A., of the Middle Temple, 
and 8. G. LUSHINGTON, Esq., M.A., B.C.L., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
“Invaluable and indispensable to all concerned.’’—Law Times, May 9, 1896. 

“A volume compiled by experts . . . a hereulean labour.’’—Solicitors’ Journal. 
SHAW & SONS, FETTER LANE anp CRANE COURT, E.C., 
BUTTERWORTH & CoO., 7, FLEET STREET, E.C., 

LAW PUBLISHERS. 


MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 


LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND .- St. Pancras Station, N.W. 
( Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 
and Law Courts, &c. ’ Buses to all parts minute. Close to 
King’s Cross Metropolitan Railway Station. The New Venetian 
Rooms are available for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration 
Meetings, &c. 





LIVERPOOL - ADELPH - Close to Central (Midland) Station. 
BRADFORD - MIDLAND - Excellent Restaurant. 

LEEDS - - QUEEN’S - In Centre of Town. 

DERBY ~ - MIDLAND - For Peak of Derbyshire. 
MORECAMBE . MIDLAND - Tennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf 





Tariffs on Application. Telegraphic Address “ Midotel.”” 
WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 
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LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITU!2E OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURF. 





FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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FREE, 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE PROCEEDINGs at the annual general meeting of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, which, as usual, largely consisted of 
remarks by Mr. Cuar.es Forp and replies thereto, were chiefly 
important by reason of the announcement by the President that 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer has definitely withdrawn the 
clause which he introduced in Committee on the Finance Bill to 
enable the payment to the Society out of the duty paid on each 
certificate of a London member 7s. 6d., and of a country member 
5s., to be applied for the expenses of the Society in a 
into effect the disciplinary powers and duties of the Council. 
This result is due to an objection raised by Sir W. Harcourt, 
but the Chancellor of the Exchequer has promised that the 
clause shall be reconsidered next year. There never was a 

t for which a stronger case could be made, and one cannot 
Felp regretting that the Government should have yielded to the 
somewhat frivolous objections which were raised. A strong 
effort should be made to obtain the carrying of the clause 
next year. 





Very Great regret will be felt at the withdrawal, which was 
announced on the 16th inst., of the Evidence in Criminal Cases 
Bill. A similar Bill has passed the House of Lords, under the 
auspices of both 2 peg ns parties, in every Session since 1886, 
and there seemed to be a fair prospect of its becoming law this 
Session. We do not hesitate to say that the result of its 
passing would have been of more practical importance than that 
of most of the measures which will be found on the statute- 
book this Session. It will be remembered that in December 
last the Lord Chancellor, speaking to the Leeds law students, 
expressed a hope that the present state of the law, which, he 
said, was a scandal and disgrace to any civikized community, 
would very soon cease to exist. ‘ He no less than four 
times a Bill through the House of Lords enabling any- 
body to be examined as a witness on his own behalf, and in 
some way or other that Bill had been neglected ; but he hoped 
that neglect would not continue, and that the Bill would become 
an Act of Parliament.” It is clearly, therefore, through no 
default of the Lord Chancellor that the Bill has been sacrificed ; 
but obviously six months he had no idea ef the influence 





which the approach of the festival of St. Grouse would have on 
the fate of measures this year. 
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In THE case of Bellamy v. Pow the Divisional Court (Day and 
LawrancE, JJ.) had the rare, probably the unique, satisfaction 
of reviewing the judgment of a former Lord Justice. A publican 
in Somerset was charged with the heinous offence of having in 
his ession for use for trade a pewter measure which was 
marked as containing one-third of a gill. The case was heard 
by the justices in petty session, Sir Epwarp Fry being in the 
chair, and the late Lord Justice delivered judgment dismissing 
the information. How it could by any possibility be an offence 
to possess the measure in question is not clear to the ordinary 
mind ; but inspectors of weights and measures have the wisdom 
of the Logislature to guide them, and section 24 of the Weights 
and Measures Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 49), provides that 
every person who uses or has in his possession for use in trade 
a weight or measure which is not of the denomination of some 
Board of Trade standard shall be liable to a fine not exceeding 
£5. Now the second schedule to the Act, which enumerates 
Board of Trade standards, specifies a gill, a half-gill, and a 
quarter-gill; but it knows nothing of a third of a gill or any 
other fraction of that measure. Hence, said the authorities who 
had found the obnoxious pewter in a remote Somersetshire vil- 
lage, an offence has been committed and £5 is exigible. The 
publican’s answer was that he did not use the vessel for selling 
by measure, but that it represented what he was willing to serve 
to a customer who asked for ‘‘ three ” of whiskey and put down 
his three pennies. Apparently, in the view of the Divisional 
Court, this answer was enough to ensure his safety, but Sir 
Epwarp Fry had eatered on the nicer question whether the 
above section did not in fact authorize the use of any fraction of 
a Board of Trade standard. This is a mixed question of arith- 
metic and law, upon which it would be rash to express an opinion, 
though it may be noticed that the Legislature seems by its 
express words to have intimated what particular fractions of a 
gill are permissible. The Divisional Court were content to say 
that the fractional view of the case was not obviously wrong. 
On both grounds, therefore, they declined to interfere with 
the decision of Sir Epwarp Fry and his brother magis- 
trates, 


WE REGRET to announce the death of Mr. Isaac SHErFIEzp, 
solicitor, which occurred on the 20th inst., in his ninety-sixth 
year. Our readers may remember that, in the course of a dis- 
cussion which took place in these columns in 1893 as to who 
was the oldest solicitor then living, reference was made to Mr. 
SHEFFIELD as closely approaching Mr. Cuartes Biscuorr in 
point of seniority among London solicitors. He was then, we 
were informed, as vigorous mentally, and as free from defect of 
sight or hearing, as any man in the prime of life, and we under- 
stand that his mental faculties and memory remained clear to the 
last. Mr. Suerrrerp was admitted in 1824, and succeeded his 
father and his father’s uncle in practice in the City; the firm 
(now known as Suerriexp, Son, & Powett, of 23, St. 
Swithin’s-Jane) dating back to about 1770. Mr. Suzrrrexp’s long 
eareer rendered his reminiscences of special interest with regard 
to the changes which have occurred in the habits of the legal 
profession. He could recall the time when it was a common 
practice to go to the Law Courts at Westminster in a rowing 
wherry ; and the trial of actions in his early days—say seventy- 
five years ago—appeared to partake rather of the nature of 
a pleasant picnic, things being done in a very leisurely marner. 
The proceedings terminated at very late hours, and all the 
parties—or at any rate the counsel and solicitors—dined together 
afterwards. 
used to point to a portrait of his father’s uncle in a wig, frilled 
shirt with ruffles at the wrists, and a claret coloured coat. 
This, he said, was considered a very quiet costume in those 
days; an articled clerk of the solicitor represented in the por- 
trait used to sport a scarlet coat. He used to tell that his father 
lived at Lewisham, and rode to and from his office, but was 
persuaded by his family to reside in London for fear of being 
waylaid by footpads. Mr, Suxrrrexp had many recollections of 
the judges and counsel of his day. He was personally 
acquainted with many of them, including Sir Samvet Romitty. 
He was one of the early clients of the late Lord Sztsorne, and 
frequently spoke of his wonderful knowledge of the whole of 
the facts of the cases in which he was employed. It is curious 


As to the costume of solicitors, Mr. SuErrrzxp | 








to learn that Mr. Suzrriretp considered Mr. Rounpett Patuer 
in his junior days somewhat delicate, and doubted whether he 
would be able to maintain a large practice. As a matter of 
fact, of course, this anticipation was not realized ; the Reminis- 
cences lately published shew that Lord Sztsorvz could work for 
a whole week almost without sleep or cessation. 





Tue Covncrt of the Incorporated Law Society have under. 
taken, at the instance of Mr. Barry Couen, to reconsider the 
question of the arrangement of business in the Queen’s Bench 
Division. At the general meeting of the Society in April Mr. 
Conzn moved that “in the opinion of this Society a reform is 
desirable in the administration and arrangement existing in 
the Queen’s Bench Division.” This resolution, which was 
carried unanimously, has been acted upon by the Council in 
a very half-hearted manner. The annual report states that 
the resolution, as well as detailed suggestions made by the 
member who moved it, have been considered by the Council; 
but the Council, while approving of the principle of Mr, 
Conen’s recommendation that there should be an adequate 
number of judges permanently in town to deal with 
London edison eal they could hardly have done other. 
wise—consider it undesirable to put forward any scheme dealing 
with details of rearrangement and allocation of business to 
particular courts and judges at the present time, or until the 
number of jadges is increased. Practically this meant an 
indefinite postponement of the whole matter, for the probability 
of any increase in the number of judges being conceded is much 
less now than it was some years ago. Theoretically, no doubt, 
it is perfectly correct to leave the arrangement of business to the 
judges. They are responsible for it, though it may be that the 
responsibility does not bear the fruit that might be 
anticipated. But unfortunately it is not the judges who feel 
where the shoe pinches. We fully credit them with a desire to 
avoid inconvenience to suitors and their advisers, but they do 
not themselves suffer from the uncertainty incident to the 
present arrangement of business. The specific points to which 
Mr. Couen alluded in »sintroducing the subject at the general 
meeting of the Sdwéty this week were the impossibility of 
making sure of the attendance of leaders and the vexatious delay 
incident to chamber business. The latter grievance might 
readily be cured by a more reasonable arrangement of the list, 
and the Council apparently are prepared to suggest that a 
definite time, distinct from the time for counsel’s summonses, 
should be assigned to summenses attended by solicitors. But 
the former grievance raises a question of great difficulty, and 
one which has been discussed for many years past without 
apparently any approach to a solution. So long as it is entirely 
uncertain when and in what court cases will come on, it must 
be impossible for leading counsel to foresee what cases they can 
with safety undertake. Mr. Conzn asks for the allocation of 
particular judges to particular courts, asin the Chancery Divi- 
sion, and an assignment of each case to a particular court when 
notice of trial is given. There are differences between 
the business in the Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions 
which make it probably hopeless to restrict leaders t 
particular courts, and it is very unlikely that the common law 
leaders would look favourably upon such a restriction. But aa 
assignment of cases in this way would be a great step towards 
making it possible to predict when and where a case would be 
tried, and the task of securing a leader who could be relied 
upon to be present would be correspondingly simplified. The 
increased panto moreover, would make for the convenien0 
of suitors and solicitors and witnesses in a variety of ways. 
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We aro glad that the Council have seen that their policy of | 


leaving everything to the judges does not meet the necessities 
of the case, and the report was only adopted on the under 
standing that the Council would reconsider tifis matter. 


In GENERAL the ratification by the principal of the act of his 
agent is equivalent to a prior authority, and it relates back so a 
to validate the act from the beginning. A strong example ¢ 
this rule is afforded by the decision of the Court of Appeal i 
Bolton Partners v. Lambert (37 W. R. 434, 41 Ch. D. 295), wher 
an authority to accept an offer of purchase, conferred by thé 
principal by subsequent ratification, was held to preclude thé 
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urchaser from relying on a withdrawal of his offer in the 
interval between the acceptance by the agent and the ratification 
by the principal. But there are exceptions to the rule, and one 
of them has been recently acted on by Onrrry, J., in Dibbins v. 
Dibbins (44 W. R. 595). By articles of partnership it was 
agreed that if either partner should die the other might purchase 
the deceased partner’s share on certain terms, upon giving to his 
legal representative notice in writing within three calendar 
months from the death. One partner died, the other being 
at the time of unsound mind. Within three months 
notice to purchase the share of the deceased partner was 
given to his executors by a stranger purporting to act on behalf 
of the lunatic partner. Shortly after the three months had 
expired a similar notice was served by the lunatic’s committee, 
acting under an order in lunacy. The question arose whether 
this second notice, though bad in itself as being out of time, 
might be good as a ratification of the notice given by the 
stranger. Upon the general rule the ratification would relate 
back, and the first notice would then be effectual, but it appears 
to be essential to the validity of such a notice that it shall be in 
itself effectual within the time limited. A somewhat similar 
case arose in Holland vy, King (6 OC. B. 727) where, by articles of 
ership between A., B., and C., it was provided that in case 
of the death of any of the partners during the continuance of 
the partne ip, the executor or administrator of the deceased 
partner should have the option of succeeding to his share on 
giving notice within three months. . died intestate. His 
widow gave notice to exercise the option within the time, but 
she did not qualify herself by taking out letters of administra- 
tion until after the three months had expired. It was held 
that the notice was not effectual, because not conclusively given 
within the time. If, said Mauxz, J., the notice was held to be 
effective, the consequence would be that the widow might have 
given a notice that would have bound the surviving partners, 
and then might have waited for a longer period than three 
months to see if it was worth while to avail herself of it. This 
reason seems to apply with equal force to the ratification after 
the time of a notice given without authority within the time, 
and Currry, J., held accordingly in Drbbins v. Dibbins that no 
effectual notice had been given on behalf of the lunatic. 





THz taw would be improved eae by a little 
strengthening in the matter of liability for jerry-built houses. 
Lane vy. Cox, before the Lord Chief Justice recently, was an 
action for personal injuries incurred through a defective stair- 
case. The plaintiff was a workman engaged in removing fur- 
niture from a cottage near Barnet. While, with another man, 
he was carrying a bedstead downstairs, the stair gave way, and 
the plaintiff partially fell through, the bedstead falling on top 
of him. The tenant of the cottage gave evidence that the cot- 
tage was new, and that she had complained of the state of the 
staircase. A surveyor who had examined the staircase pointed 
out structural defects which accounted for its insecurity. Here, 
therefore, there was clearly a case of negligence on the part of 
the owner of the cottage, but it remained to establish that the 
owner was under any duty to the plaintiff which would render 
him liable for the negligence, and in this the plaintiff unfortu- 
nately failed. There have been two cases recently—Sandford v. 
Clarke (21 Q. B. D. 398) and Bowen vy. Anderson (1894, 1 Q. B, 
164)—in which the courts have recognized that the owner 
of the house is liable for defects in the premises, but 
in each the defect was in the condition of the coal-plate in the 
pavement in front of the house. There was thus a nuisance as 
well as a mere defect in the premises, and it was upon the exist- 
ence of the nuisance that the liability of the owner of the pre- 
mises depended. There is really, however, very little difference 
between the case of a man who is injured by the defective state 
of the premises while he is upon the highway, and the case of 
the man who is injured when he enters the house in the ordinary 
course of business. The suggested liability depends solely on 
the negligence of the landlord, and he could thus excuse him- 
self by shewing that he had taken reasonable precautions to 
secure the safety of the house. To require him to guarantee 
the house would impose too heavy a burden, But as thus re- 





stricted, the liability, it would seem, might not unfairly be/ 


imposed on landlords, and if now and then it could be brought 
home to the jerry-builder himself, no one would complain. 





TECHNICALLY a person is not bound by the judgment in an 
action unless he is a party or served with notice, or unless some- 
one has been appointed to represent him, but the decision of 
Curry, J., in Re Lart (ante, p. 653) shows that in practice the 
judgment may nevertheless become binding. Under the will of a 
testator a question arose whether a sum of money given to a 
married daughter, who in the event died without issue, belonged 
to her absolutely or was divisible equally upon her death 
among the children of the testator then surviving. In an 
action which came before the court in 1883, Currry, J., 
decided in favour of the latter construction, and the money 
bequeathed in favour of the deceased daughter was accordingly 
divided among the otherchildren. Subsequently another married 
daughter of the testator died, also without issue, and upon 
the principle of the above decision a similar sum bequeathed 
in her favour was divisible among the still surviving children. 
But her husband now wished to raise the question again, and 
by getting a decision that his wife took absolutely secure the 
money for himself. This, however, Currry, J., would not allow. 
It was strongly against the applicant that he had actually taken 
the benefit of the earlier judgment, the money due to his wife 
under it having been received by him in her right. And he 
had also neglected to avail himself of the opportunities which 
were open to him at the time for taking part in the original 
action and urging his views on the court. It may be, indeed, 
that he could not then foresee which way his interest would 
incline, but that was a chance he was bound to take, and it was 
important to uphold as far as possible the construction 
se upon the will, Hence Cnrrry, J., held that he was 

arred by his acquiescence from raising the question again. 





THE HEADNOTE to Lloyds Bank (Limited) v. Bullock (1896, 2 Ch. 
192) is hardly up tothe usual mark of the Zaw Reports. There 
was an ordinary mortgage in 1887 to a building society, and in 
1892 the mortgagor died devising the equity of redemption on 


trust for sale. Shortly after his death the common solicitor of 
the building society, the m gor, and the devisee fraudulently 
procured the indorsement of the statutory receipt, by pretending 


that notice to pay off had been given. The mortgage was never 
in fact paid off. Held, inter alia (according to the headnote), 
“that the statutory receipt and the mortgage of 1887 were 
delivered only as an escrow.”’ Now, even supposing it permissi- 
ble to speak of two instruments being delivered as an escrow, 
what does the above sentence mean, and on which part of the 
judgment is it founded? The mortgage of 1887 was perfectly 
regular. The doctrine of relation back could not transform it 
into an escrow, even if it was originally delivered to a third person, 
of which there was no evidence. ag —e borg: rely- 
ing on this very mo as givin em the estate. 
One is forced o the yan erat Chat Che words refer to the 
physical handing over of the document. It was no doubt 
handed over at the same time as the endorsed receipt, ex 
necessitate ret. But surely this is a novel use of the word 
delivery. And why stop at the mortgage? All the other title 
deeds were handed over at the same time. If it is intended to 
perpetuate the present headnote, it should run, ‘‘ Held that the 
statutory receipt, the mortgage of 1887, and the title deeds of the 

roperty were delivered only as an escrow”; but we sincerely 
on for the benefit of the readers of the Law Reports, that the 
headnote has itself been delivered only as an escrow, in which 
case it may yet be perfected. 





The Westminster Gazette, in an article on ‘“‘ Round the Courts: Bank. 
ruptcy and Winding up,” says that ‘‘at Gomshall station on every 
Monday morning, shortly before the early up train is due, there arrives in 
hot haste a four-wheeled chariot of — design, containing many 
milk-cans. It is driven by an elderly gentleman of portly presence, who 
proceeds with some difficulty to extricate himself from the midst of his 
agricultural accompauiments and take his seat in a smoking —— 
This is Sir Roland Vaughan Williams, Knight, returning, like Cincinua- 
tus, from the plough to the affairs of State.”’ 
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THE INDICTMENT IN THE JAMESON CASE. 


Tne indictment in the case of Regina v. Jameson and Others contains 
twelve counts, all framed upon section 11 of the Foreign Enlist- 
ment Act, 1870. That section provides that ‘‘If any person 
within the limits of her Majesty’s dominions, and without the 
licence of her ‘Majesty, prepares or fits out any naval or 
military expedition to proceed against the dominions of any 
friendly State, the following consequences shall ensue: (1) 
Every person engaged in such preparation or fitting out, or 
assisting therein, or employed in any capacity in such expedition, 
shall be guilty of an offence against this Act. . . .” The first 
count charges the defendants that they, on November 1, 1895, 
and on divers days between that date and December 30, 1895, 
within the limits of her Majesty’s dominions, after the coming 
into operation therein of the Foreign Enlistment Act, 1870, and 
without the licence of her Majesty, were engaged in the prepara- 
tion of a military expedition to proceed against the dominions of 
a friendly State, to wit, the South African Republic. The 
second count alleges that under similar circumstances of time, 
&c., a military expedition was prepared, and that the defendants 
were unlawfully engaged in the preparation of such expedition. 
The following counts are chiefly variations on these by substi- 
tuting ‘‘ fitting out” for ‘ preparation,” and “assisted in the 
preparation” for ‘“‘were engaged in the preparation,” and 
some counts omit the allegation that the defendants were 
within her Majesty’s dominions when the offence charged 
was committed. Section 2 of the Act provides that it ‘‘shall 
extend to all the dominions of her Majesty, including the 
territorial waters.” Section 3 provides that it ‘“‘shall come 
into operation in the United Kingdom immediately on the 
passing thereof, and shall be proclaimed in every British 
ape by the governor thereof as soon as may be after 
e receives notice of this Act, and shall come into opera- 
tion in that British possession on the day of such proclama- 
fom. ... 
The first day of the trial was taken up entirely by arguments 
as to the sufficiency of the indictment. Sir Epwarp CLARKE, 
for the defendants, raised two principal objections to it. His 
first important objection was that, as the Act came into operation 
outside the United Kingdom only by virtue of a proclamation, 
the indictment should state specifically that the place where the 
unlawful acts were committed was a place in which the Act was 
in operation ; also that the fact of the proclamation having been 
made should be specifically alleged. He argued that, these 
matters not being specifically alleged, the indictment did not 
obey the rule that every material fact which goes to constitute a 
crime must appear on the face of the indictment, and that 
therefore the indictment should be quashed. His next point 
was that the omission of the words ‘within her Majesty’s 
dominions ” was fatal to those counts in which they were omitted. 
He arguod that the Act is expressly limited to her Majesty’s 
dominions, that the Legislature has no right to legislate for 
persons outside these dominions unless they are British subjects, 
and that when a statute is intended to apply to British subjects 
wherever they may be that intention is always explicitly 
expressed. He referred to many statutes in which this has been 
done, amongst others to 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, s. 9, which provides 
that any British subject may be convicted in England or Ireland 
of murder or manslaughter committed on land anywhere out of 
the United Kingdom, whether within or without the Queen’s 
dominions. Sir Edward’s contention was that, either section 11 
of the Foreign Enlistment Act did not apply to acts committed 
outside the dominions at all, or that if it did apply, it could only 
affect persons doing such acts if they were British subjects, and 
then it should be alleged in the indictment that the defendants 
were British subjects. In either case these counts were bad. 
The court apparently had no hesitation in overruling these 
objections and upholding the indictment, although they took 
time to consider their judgmert “because of the far-reaching 
consequences which were entailed if these objections or any of 
them prevailed.” 
With all due respect to the eminent counsel who put forward 
these objections, it is not easy to see how his clients would be 
the better informed of the charge they have to meet if the 





indictment were drawn as he suggests it should be, or how they ! 


could be misled in any way by the indictment as it stands. At 
one time our law was in an absurd condition with regard to the 
framing of indictments, and justice and common sense were 
frequently sacrificed to an artificial and pernicious idea of the 
extreme accuracy required. This was carried to such an 
extent that if a prisoner's Christian name was written 
‘‘ William John,” when in fact he was ‘‘ William James,” the 
indictment was bad and the prisoner entitled to an acquittal, 
although he was not in any way deceived or misled by the 
error. The Act 14 & 15 Vict. c. 100, however, gave the courts 
wide powers of amending indictments, and to a great extent 
put an end to the scandal of criminals escaping justice because 
of merely formal defects. The preamble of the Act shews the 
state of things which existed before the Act came into force. 
It runs: ‘‘ Whereas offenders frequently escape conviction on 
their trials by reason of the technical strictness of criminal pro- 
ceedings in matters not material to the merits of the case; and 
whereas such technical strictness may safely be relaxed in many 
instances so as to ensure the punishment of the guilty without 
depriving the accused of any just means of defence Pes 
But even after the improvement effected by the statute cases 
have occurred in which: indictments have been quashed when 
the flaw could not have been one to mislead the accused in any 
way. The courts, however, no doubt lean more strongly every 
day towards taking a less technical ard narrow view of the 
accuracy required in an indictment. Tho indictment must, of 
course, clearly shew on its face that an offence has been com- 
mitted ; but no indictment ought to be quashed which does in 
fact inform the accused of the exact charge he has to meet in 
language which, interpreted according to the rules of ordinary 
common sense, cannot be misread. As Lord Russett said in 
delivering the judgment of the court, ‘‘even in. considering a 
question of the validity of a criminal pleading, the court must 
have some regard to the ordinary understanding of language 
and apply some measure of common sense to its considera- 
tion.” 

A great many cases (chiefly old ones) had been cited by Sir 
Epwarp CxiarkeE in support of his objections, but the court 
thought it unnecessary to deal with them in the judgment, 
because ‘‘ many of them belong to a time when the right and 
justice and the substance of the thing were sacrificed to the 
science of artificial statement, and many of them we should not 
consider to be binding.” It is to be hoped that the judgment 
in this case will have the effect of still further checking attempts 
to quash indictments on grounds which do not go to the merits 
of the charge. It is hard to see in this case how Dr. Jamzson 
and his companions would be benefited if the indictment did 
allege the making of the proclamation. The indictment seems to 
give them the fullest possible information as to the specific 
offence charged against them, and it does by necessary infer- 
ence state that the Foreign Enlistment Act was in force at 
the places where they are alleged to have committed the un- 
lawful acts. If in fact there never was any proclamation, as 
required by law, applying to the places in question, then the 
Act was not in force, and the defendants have committed no 
offence; and there can be no doubt.that they are at liberty 


to prove, if they can, that the Act was not in force in such: 


places. 

As to the other point, it seems to be clear that, provided the 
expedition is prepared or fitted out within her Majesty’s domi- 
nions, “‘ every person,” whether within or without those domi- 


nions, who assists therein is guilty of an offence. ‘‘ Every 
person,” however, must be understood to include only such 
persons as Parliament has any power to legislate for—i.c., British 


subjects or persons in British territory. If a foreigner in a 
foreign country take part in making war against a foreign 
State, our law obviously cannot touch him, ané his acts are 
not ‘‘against the peace of our lady the Queen.” It therefore 
seems a reasonable inference that when the defendants are 
charged with committing certain acts outside her Majesty’s 
dominions, the words ‘‘against the peace of our lady the 
Queen” imply necessarily that the defendants are British sub- 
jects. If in fact they are not British subjects, they may no 
doubt prove this, and such proof will be a defence to the counts 
which charge them with criminal acts outside her Majesty’s 
dominions. 
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PAYMENT FOR SHARES. 


Section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, continues to have its 
surprises for holders of shares which from any cause have not 
been paid for in cash. The latest example occurred last 
Saturday in the judgment of Vavenan Witt1ams, J., in Re Alka- 
line Reduction Syndicate (Limited). A summons was taken out 
by the liquidator of the company against sixteen persons asking 
that they might be settled on the list of contributories in respect 
of certain shares in the company, and that they might be 
declared liable to pay the full nominal value of the shares. 
The ‘company was incorporated in November, 1888, for the 
purpose of purchasing patent rights and other property. By 
an agreement made in the previous month the vendors agreed 
with a trustee for the intended company to sell to it the patents 
and property, the consideration being seventy-five fully paid-up 
shares of £1,000 each. The capital of the company was £100,000, 
and friends of the vendors were willing to subscribe for the 
twenty-five shares which thus remained to be issued subject to 
payment incash. But after the incorporation of the company, 
and before the first meeting of directors, it was suggested that 
the vendors were receiving too much, and that with a holding of 
seventy-five shares they would have too great a voting power. 
Accordingly it was arranged that they should give up twenty- 
five of their shares, and that these should be distributed among 
the cash subscribers. Subsequently it appeared that the pre- 
liminary agreement had omitted to mention as part of the 
consideration for the purchase a sum of £5,000, which was to be 
received by the vendors in addition to the paid-up shares. 
Hence, to rectify this error and to carry out the above arrange- 
ment, the directors at a meeting held in December, 1888, passed 
a resolution that the preliminary agreement should be adopted 
subject to the following alteration: “The vendors to receive 
fifty shares in the syndicate and £5,000 in cash as consideration 
money in lieu of the seventy-five shares to which they were 
entitled under the said agreement, they undertaking to assign 
their right to the remaining twenty-five shares rateably among the 
holders of the £25,000 cash capital, and to do all necessary acts 
for vesting the said shares in such holders.” At the same 
meeting a resolution was passed allotting the greater part of the 
cash shares. 

It appears to have been apprehended that the transaction as 
thus expressed would leave the cash shareholders liable to pay 
on the additional shares, and at a board meeting held on the 
28th of December the directors declined to confirm the aboye 
resolution, and they passed instead a resolution which, after 
dealing with the payment to the vendors of the sum of £5,000, 
continued: “ The vendors having offered to distribute rateably 
among the original holders of the £25,000 cash capital of the 
syndicate twenty-five out of the seventy-five shares which had 
been allotted to them under the provisions of the prelimipary 
contract, resolved that the offer of the vendors be accepted 
subject to the approval of an extraordinary general meeting.” 
At the same meeting the seal of the company was affixed 
to an agreement dated the 28th of December, 1888, made 
between the company, the vendors, and the trustee under the 
preliminary contract. This provided for the adoption of that 
contract subject to the payment to the vendors of £5,000 in 
addition to the issue of the seventy-five shares, and it contained 
the following clause: ‘‘Of the said seventy-five shares the 
vendors shall distribute twenty-five among the several persons 
who have taken up shares payable in cash—namely, those 
numbered 51 to 75 inclusive—in proportion to the number of 
such shares held by them respectively, but this shall not have 
effect unless and until such distribution has been approved by 
an extraordinary general meeting of the company.” On the 
7th of January, 1889, an extraordinary — meeting was 
held at which the agreement of the 28th of December was 
sanctioned, and a resolution passed approving of the distribu- 
tion of the “£25,000 bonus shares” in accordance with the 
above clause of the agreement. The agreement was then filed 
with the registrar, and the twenty-five bonus shares issued to 
the cash subscribers, including the sixteen mdents to the 
summons, in proportion to the shares for which they had sub- 
scribed in cash. The mode in which the arrangement was 


five bonus shares being called upon to pay for them in cash. 
With the above circumstances it is useful to compare those in 

Carling’s case (1 Ch. D, 115). The Western of Canada Oil, 
Lands, and Works Co. was registered in December, 1871, with a 
capital of £450,000 in £100 shares. It was formed for the pur- 
pose of purchasing certain property in Canada at the price of 
£400,000. Of the purchase money a sum of £150,000 was to 
be paid in cash, and the remainder in fully paid-up shares of 
the company, and the agreement to this effect was duly regis- 
tered. The vendor was unable to secure independent directors 
for the company, and he induced three persons in Canada to 
become directors for that country by promising that their quali- 
fication should be provided by the transfer to them of a suffi- 
cient number of fully paid-up shares. By the articles it was 
provided that the qualification of a director should be the holding 
of not less than five shares of the company in his own right. A 
considerable sum was raised by means of debentures, and out of 
this the £150,000 was paid to the vendor, but no shares were 
ever allotted, except those which were to be issued to him as 
fully paid up. Out of the vendor’s shares thirty shares apiece 
were by the direction of the vendor allotted by the directors in 
England to the three Canadian directors, and certificates were 
issued stating on their face that £100 per share had been paid. 
In November, 1873, a compulsory winding-up order was made, 
and on the application of the official liquidator Jzesszx, M.R., 
directed the names of the three Canadian directors to be placed on 
the list of contributories for thirty unpaid shares each. This 
he did upon the ground that the directors were debarred by 
their position from claiming any part of the purchase money 
against the company. Hence, either under section 165 of the 
Act of 1862 or under the contributory clauses, they were liabte 
to make good the amount of the shares, and the Master of the 
Rolls, without regard to the exact form of relief claimed, 
considered substahtial justice would be done by settling the 
three directors on the list of contributories. But in the Court of 
Appeal the law was more accurately applied. The shares, it was 
pointed out, formed part of the shares which it had been agreed 
should be given to the vendor in part payment of his purchase 
money, and although they were allotted immediately to the 
directors, yet the legal result was the same as though they had 
been allotted to the vendor in the first instance, and then 
transferred by him to the directors in pursuance of his 
ment with them. Hence the directors were not liable to be 
placed on the list of contributories, and the company was left 
to the remedy it might have against them under section 165. 
In Re Alkaline Reduction Syndicate (Limited) also the shares 
with respect to which the controversy arose were ostensibly part 
of the consideration payable to the vendors, though under 
arrangement with the vendors they were allotted not to the 
vendors but to the holders of the cash shares ; and had they been 
really as well as ostensibly part of the purchase price, VAvGHAN 
Wittiams, J., observed thet, on the authority of Carling’s case, 
the exact mode of their issue could have made no difference to 
the legal result. If the vendors were entitled to the shares, and 
poe to an agreement between them and the cash share- 
olders the company, at the vendors’ request, had allotted the 
bonus shares to the cash shareholders, the position of the latter 
would have been precisely the same as if the form had been 
gone through of allotting the shares to the vendors and then 
transferring them to the cash shareholders. But with reference 
to the price payable to the vendors there was, in the view of 
Vavenan Wituams, J., a substantial difference between 
Carling’s case and the case before him which operated disastrously 
a the holders of ~~ ee oma i ig ty case the 
preliminary agreement for sale was adopted by the company 
without modification, and the entire consideration originally 
named became actually payable. This consideration was partly 
satisfied by the issue of paid-up shares, and the — 
by the vendors to give the benefit of some of these to 
third persons was a matter with which the company was not 
directly ee age in Re a oodles i 
Limited), the preliminary agreement provi e 
oe of seventy-five paid-up shares was not adopted 





carried out seems to have been adopted on legal advice with a 





without modification by the company. As to the result 
of the modification opinions may perhaps differ. The intention 


view to avoiding the possibility of the holders of the twenty- ' 













































































































Cage a A POL ADD eA RTT EN AS RN 











666 : THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL July 25, 1896. 


of the persons who had the conduct of the arrangement was to 
preserve the seventy-five shares as the consideration payable by 
the company, while at the same time binding the vendors to dis- 
tribute twenty-five shares to the cash shareholders. But the 
company was so brought into the transaction as to make it 
possible to say that the consideration really payable was not 
seventy-five shares at all, but only fifty, and that the remaining 
twenty-five were simply given by the company as bonus shares 
among the cash shareholders. ‘This is the view which VavcHan 
Wuzt1ams, J., took, and he accordingly directed the holders of 
the bonus shares to be settled on the list of contributories. 

The result, it is obvious, is to give the creditors of the company 
£25,000 which the shareholders never intended to come under 
contract to pay, and which the creditors, had they inspected the 
filed contract, would have seen was not intended to be payable. 
Undoubtedly there is reason in Mr. Justice VaucHan 
Wittrams’ observation that the vendors were really 
willing to sell their property for fifty shares, and substan- 
tially it may be that this was the consideration. But it 
may be questioned whether more weight should not be allowed to 
the form which the parties gave to their transaction. There was 
never any unconditional agreement by the vendors to sell for 
fifty shares, and there is no reason to suppose they would have 
abated their original price unless the twenty-five shares which 
they gave up had been distributable as fully paid shares in the 
manner arranged. To go behind the registered contract, and 
substitute an agreement which the parties never contemplated, 
is to deprive the shareholders of their statutory protection, and 
to confer a perfectly gratuitous benefit upon the creditors of the 
company. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


JUDICIAL TRUSTEES.—The Lord Chancellor, in moving the second 
reading of the Judicial Trustees Bill, explained that its object was 
to appoint judicial trustees, to lessen the severity of the law against 
trustees, and to enable the court to give some remuneration to the 
judicial trustees when appointed. The old law, he said, had been 
very harsh indeed against trustees, and the result had been to create 
great difficulty in finding fit persons to take the office. Lord 
HERSCHELL said he warmly approved of the provisions of the Bill 
with reference to the liability of trustees in cases of breach of 
trust, on whom the law had often pressed very unjustly. With 
regard to judicial trustees, he was not sanguine that any very great 
good would be effected by their appointment, although he was very 
far from desiring to oppose the Bill. On the contrary, he should be 
glad to see the experiment tried. Still, he should have been glad to 
see the measure go somewhat further, and provide a ready means— 
an. official. trustee having been appointed—for enabling those who 
were now trustees to transfer their trusts to him. If there could be 
an. Official trustee to whom trusts could thus be handed over, an 
infinitesimal percentage collected from the various trusts would give 
him sufficient remuneration, and this would avoid a heavy burden 
being thrown on any one trust. The Bill was read a second time. 
Several amendments, it may be observed, were made on the third 
reading of the Bill in the House of Commons. In clause 1 (3), which 
enables thecourt on the appointment of a judicial trustee to vest the 
trust property in him, it isnow provided that this shall be done “ in 

ursuance of and in accordance with the provisions of the Trustee 
Act, 1893.” Clause 1 (4) formerly ran: “A judicial trustee may be 
either an official of the court or any other person, and 
in either case shall be subject to the control and super- 


vision of the court as an officer thereof.” Preference is now 
given to the appointment in the first instance of persons other than 
, and the clause runs: ‘Any person may be appointed a 


judicial trustee, and, if the court is of opinion that no suitable person 
1s proposed for appointment, an official of the court may be appointed, 
and in any case a judicial trustee shall be subject to the control and 
supervision of the court as an officer thereof.” A new sub-section 
has been introduced (clause 1 (7) ) providing for an annual audit of 
the accounts of every trust of which a judicial trustee has been ap- 
pointed, and for a report thereon to the court, with power for the 
court to order an inquiry into the administration of a trust by a 
judicial trustee. The first part of clause 3, enabling the court to 
excuse # breach of trust where the trustee has acted honestly and 
reasonably, is retained ; but the second part, enabling the court to 
authorize beforehand a departure from the terms of a trust, has been 
struck out. The list of matters for which rules are to be made (clause 
4) has been enlarged by enabling rules to be made for the immediate 
a into court of the amount of any payment which shall have 
improperly made by a judicial trustee. 





PARLIAMENTARY Costs.—The Parliamentary Costs Bill has been 
read a third time in the House of Lords. 

Bitts PassepD Into Law.—The Royal Assent was given on the 
20th inst. to the Incumbents of Benefices Loans Extension, the 
Diseases of Animals, the Agricultural Land Rating, and the Short 
Titles Bills, and to several private and provisional order Bills. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
CONVEYANCE BY MARRIED WOMAN TRUSTEE 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Having been abroad for the last two months, I have only just 
seen your numbers of 6th and 13th ult.; and Iam not a little con- 
cerned to find that Mr. Justice North has run counter to the. all but 
universal opinion and practice of conveyancers, and thrown a cloud 
over a multitude of titles, by holding that a female trustee married 
since 1882 cannot convey the freehold trust estate except by deed 
acknowledged and with the concurrence of her husband ; while no 
one but your able and watchful correspondent ‘‘H.” seems to raise 
a word of protest. May I be permitted to add mine, and to urge 
upon the Incorporated Law Society the duty of seeing that the 
decision is at once appealed in the interests of the profession and the 
public? If left to themselves, the parties will probably submit, as a 
less troublesome and expensive course than appealing; and thus the 
mischief may be prolonged indefinitely. That sooner or later the 
decision will be upset I cannot fora moment doubt; but meantime 
the evil it will work may be very great. I have often wished that 
some wealthy member of the profession would endow the Society 


with an income of a few hundreds a year to be applied in appealing ° 


decisions affecting points of general interest, but where the parties 
may from poverty or other causes be unable or unwilling to prosecute 
an appeal. There are few ways in which the interests of law as a 
science could be better subserved. 

For my own part, while admitting that the Act of 1882 is not a model 
of draftsmanship, I have never felt much pressed by the doubts and 
difficulties which more subtle minds have suggested on the point in 
question. I can see no sufficient reason for confining sections 1, 2, 
and 5 to property in which the married woman has a beneficial 
interest. True, they all speak of her holding the subject matter as 
her ‘‘ separate property,” but this expression has no necessary con- 
nection with the old ‘‘ separate use.” It is amply satisfied by its 
natural meaning, that her estate is to be vested in and dealt with by 
herself as a separate person, and not to be participated in by her hus- 
band. In fact, this meaning seems to follow from the subsequent 
words in section 1, that she is to hold and dispose “as if she were a 
Jeme sole.” Holding as a feme sole is inconsistent with the existence 
of a ‘‘ separate use ” in the old sense of that term. 

But then it is suggested that although the earlier sections, stand- 
ing alone, might extend to trust property, their effect is cut down 
by section 18, The argument might have weight if to hold these 
earlier sections to extend to trust property would have the effect of 
rendering section 18 superfluous, but such is not the case. As Mr. 
Lush points out in his excellent book on Husband and Wife, sec- 
tion 18 operates retrospectively, by giving to existing wives certain 
powers which, though either expressly or by necessary implication 
conferred on future wives (and on existing wives quoad future pro- 
perty), would not otherwise have belonged to married women in whom 
trust property was already vested. As regards future wives, section 
18 was needless ; and as it really gave them nothing, so neither ought 
it to be allowed to cut down the powers given them by previous 
sections. L. W. 








According to the Press Association, it is rumoured that the new order 
about to be promulgated by the Lord Chancellor, to abolish the trial of 
civil causes in certain assizes, was only carried by a bare majority of the 
judges, including those of the Chancery and Probate Divisions who do not 
go on circuit. One of the judges who was at the time absent on circuit is 
circulating a printed statement of his views. 


The General Purposes Committee of the London County Council on 
Tuesday submitted a report dealing with the readjustment of the salary 
and duties of the chairman of the London Court of Quarter Sessions, con- 
sequent upon the retirement of Sir Peter Edlin. The committee recom- 
mend that the chairman of the court should receive £2,000a year, and 
that a deputy chairman should be appointed who should receive £1,500 
a year, and that in both cases pensions should be assigned to the holders 
of the offices on their having completed fifteen years’ service and attain- 
ing seventy years, or so soon after attaining that age as fifteen years 
should have been completed. The pensions were not to exceed in either 
case two-thirds of the amount of the salary. The committee further 
recommend that the Parliamentary Committee should take the neces- 
sary steps for the introduction of a Bill to give effect to these recommen- 
dations. The report was adopted. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE RAILWAY CO. 


v. GOVERNOR AND GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF HULL—No. 1, | ap 


21st July. 


to communicate and empty, and the defendants required the applicant to 
construct at his expense the necessary street outfall sewers. The 
Lord Chief Justice in his judgment said that the correspondence shewed 
that the applicant was willing to make the street sewers, if the Rural 
District Council made the outfall sewer. 

Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and A. L. Smrrn, L.J.) dismissed the 


rd Esuer, M.R., said that the District Council were only asked to 
prove of certain plans. They were not asked to makea sewer. The 


oe woe soa aa a 
Poor Rate—Occupation—Bep or Rrver—Ponroon—Moorines AtTracHED p did not contravene any bye-law of the District Council. They 


To Prer. 


shewed how the houses were to be drained—namely, by drains from each 


This was a special case stated on appeal from the decision of the quarter | house leading into what was evidently intended to bea sewer 


sessions of the borough of Kingston-upon-Hull allowing the appeal of the 
railway company against a poor rate. The property sought to be rated 
was described in the rate as ‘‘ foreshore and moorings to which pontoon 
and apparatus are attached.’’ The pontoon was placed in front of the 
Corporation Pier on the river Humber at Kingston-upon-Hull, and was 
used for the purpose of embarking and disembarking passengers on and 
from certain ferry boats which plied between Kingston-upon-Hull and 
New Holland, upon the Lincolnshire shore. he pontoon was 64ft. 
long and 33ft. wide. It floated at high water, and settled upon the mud 
at low water at every tide for about eight hours. The pontoon was kept 
in place by two chains or moorings fastened to winches on the pontoon and 
to piles of the picr, which belonged to the Corporation of Kingston-upon- 
Hull. In order to prevent chafing against the piles of the pier the rail- 
way company had bolted a cross piece of timber to some of the upright 
piles of the pier, and they had also driven a pile into the bed of the river, 
round which was passed one of the chains attaching the pontoon to the 
pier. This pile was bolted to the pier. The pontoon was approached by 
means of a sloping passage, and as the tide rose and fell the pontoon was 
moved by means of the winches, so as to come opposite that part of the 
incline at which it was convenient for passengers to land. The gangway 
by which passengers passed from the incline to the pontoon was removed 
at night, but other persons than the passengers of the railway company 
were not prevented from using the pontoon. The question for the court 
was whether the railway company were in occupation of land. It was 
contended for the Guardians that the railway company were in occupation 
by reason of the pontoon at low water resting upon the bed of the river, 
by reason of the chains attached to the pier, by reason of the pile driven 
into the bed of the river, and by reason of the cross timber bolted to the 
piles of tke pier. The Divisional Court (Cave and Wills, JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal (see ante, p. 622). The Governor and Guardians appealed. 

a Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and A. L. Smiru, L J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lord Esuser, M.R., said that the cases which had been cited were no 
authorities upon the question of fact and the inferences of fact to be 
drawn in each case. They could only be authorities for some legal pro- 
position. The only legal proposition deducible from them was that the 
question whether or not there was an occupation of land was a question 
of fact. Authorities were of no use as guides to the court in determining 
the facts. Therefore the question was one of fact whether the railway 
company here occupied land so as to make them rateable in respect there- 
of. As to the alleged occupation of land by reason of the pile being 
driven into the bed of the river, the pile was put there to protect the pier, 
and notfor the protection of the pontoon, and it was of no use to the rail- 
way company. It seemed to him to be under the control of the Cor- 
poration. As to the alleged occupation by the pontoon taking the ground 
at low water, the pontoon was continually being moved backwards and 
forwards from one position to another, and therefore was not always over 
the same piece of land when afloat, nor, in his opinion, did she take the 
ground always at the same spot. There was a mere temporary use of the 
water, and no occupation cf land. Then as to the fastenings to the pier, 
this was done by the leave and at the will of the Corporation. It was a 
mere licence, and not an occupation. Therefore there was no occupation 
of _ by the railway company by reason of any of the things sug- 
gested. 

A. L, Surrn, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, Balfour Browne, Q.C., and 
Walter C. Ryde; J. F. Moulton, Q.C., and F. Dent. Soxtcrrors, Bell, 
Brodrick, § Gray,for R. H. Winter, Hull; Cunliffes § Davenport, for R. 
Lingard Monk, Manchester. 

|Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


REG. ». TYNEMOUTH RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL—No. 1, 20th 
July. 
Loca, GoverNMENT—Rvrat Santrary AuTrHorrry—Bvr_pincs—APPROvAL 

2 Worxs—Pvusuic Heattu Acr, 1875, ss. 4, 157, 

05. 

Appeal from an order of the Divisional Court (Lord Russell of Killowen, 
C.J., and Wills, J.) making absolute a rule fora mandamus directing the 
defendants to approve and pass certain plans for new buildings submitted 
to them by the et (reported ante, p. 600). The applicant, who 
was the owner of land in the Tynemouth Rural District, desired to erect 
blocks of houses comprising several streets in a place which was then 
open country. He submitted to the defendants plans shewing the pro- 
posed new streets and houses, from which it appeared that he proposed to 
construct each house with a separate drain ending at present in the soil in 


down the street. The District Council refused to approve of the plans 
really on the ground that the plans did not shew what was to be the 
outfall of the sewer after it left the street, and it was clear that they 
would not approve of the plans unless the applicant agreed to make the 
outfall sewer. The District Council were not asked to make an outfall 
sewer until the houses were going to be occupied. They must then make 
the outfall sewer. No bye-law justified them in taking up the position 
that they would not approve of the plans until the applicant shewed on 
the plans that he was to make the outfall sewer. The mandamus was 
therefore rightly issued. 

A. L. Suirn, L.J., concurred.—Covunsgt, J. Lawson Walton, Q C., and 
T. W. Chitty ; Robson, Q.C., and A. Glen. Soxrcrrors, Wilkinson, Hill, & 
Co., for A. Whitehorn, North Shields; Flux § Leadbitter, for Leadbitter § 


Harvey, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HOOD BARES v. HERIOT—No. 1, 17th July. 


Practice—JupcmMent Desror—Marrigep Woman—EXxaMINATION—LEAVE 
to Sunrena Turrp Person—Orp. 42, r. 32. 


This was an appeal from an order of Pollock, B., at chambers. In 
1892 a dressmaker recovered judgment against the defendant Heriot, who 
was a married woman, for £40. In 1895 the judgment debt was still un- 
satisfied, and the dressmaker assigned the judgment debt to the present 
plaintiff, Mr. Hood Barrs. On the 12th of May, 1896, Master Macdonell 
ordered that ‘‘ an inquiry be held as to the separate property of the judg- 
ment debtor, not subject to any restraint upon anticipation, for the purpose 
of satisfying the judgment debt and costs, and that the judgment debtor 
do attend and be orally examined before a master, and that the judgméht 
debtor do produce any books or documents in her possession relating to 
the inquiry, and that the costs of the inquiry be paid by the judgment 
debtor to the judgment creditor.” The judgment debtor was examined 
for two days before Master Lawford, and in the course of her examination 
it transpired that a sum of £480, which had been paid into court 
in an action in the Chancery Division between the judgment 
debtor and the executors of her father, had been assigned by 
her to one Blythe, her nephew. The plaintiff, Mr. Hood Barrs, then 
applied ex parte to Master Kaye, and obtained leave to issue a writ of 
subpena against Blythe, in order that he might be examined as to the 
matter of the assignment. of the fund in court to him. Subsequently 
Blythe applied tc Master Kaye to rescird the leave to issue the writ of 
subpena, and Master Kaye did rescind it. The plaintiff appealed to Pol- 
lock, B., who affirmed the decision of the master. The plaintiff now 
appealed from the decision of Pollock, B. It was admitted for the plain- 
tiff that where an order for the examination of a judgment debtor is made 
under ord. 42, r. 32, no person other than the judgment debtor could be 
examined (Irwell v. Eden, 18 Q. B. D. 588), but it was contended that 
where the judgment debtor was a married woman ord. 42, r. 32, did not 
apply. The case was governed by the old Chancery practice. The judg- 
ment was not against her personally, but against her separate estate, aud 
in order to ascertain what was her separate estate anybody could be 
examined. Bursill v. Tanner (16 Q. B. D. 1) was relied on. 

Tur Covrr (A. L. Surrn and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that in his opinion the order of Master Mac- 
donell of the 12th of May, 1896, was under ord. 42, r.32. It wasin 
exactly the same form as an order for the examination of a male judg- 
ment debtor, the only difference being that the judgment could only be 
satisfied out of the debtor’s separate estate. It had been decided in 
Irwell v. Eden that the words “‘any other person”’ in ord. 42, r. 32, only 
applied to the officer of a ee where the judgment debtor was a 
corporation, and did not t of a third person being examined. \ 
fore it seemed that Pollock, B., and Master Kaye were right in holding 
that they had no jurisdiction to order the examination of the judgment 
debtor’s nephew in this case. Then it was said that Bursill v. Tanner 
decided otherwise. His lordship decided that case himself at chambers. 
This question was never raised thereat all. The facts were that a very 
well-known solicitor attended at chambers with a marriage settlement, 
but refused to disclose the names of the trustees. The solicitor being pre- 
sent and admitting the jurisdiction his lordship, thereupon ordered him to 
disclose the names. That was all that was done in Bursill v. Taxner, and 
it was no authority whatever in the present case. There was another 
point against the plaintiff. By the order of inquiry the judgment debtor 
was ordered to pay the costs of the —. She had already been exam- 
ined herself for two days, and it was desired to carry on the ing by 
examining another percon, the costs of which she would have to pay. 

was never intended by the order. Whether the case was regarded from 


the middle of the proposed new street, with no sewer shewn on the plan i jurisdi ordshi 
and no cesspool or other receptacle for drainage. The plans as submitted baad og Ava sd s pollock Bo ous Might, and the we Fn’ Pate 


to the defendants contained a note that it was pro that the street and 
outfall sewers should be made by the Rural Dis ict 


missed. 
Council, and not by Riery, L.J., concurred. A 


dismissed.—Covuns8L, Bartley Denniss ; 





the landowner. The defendants refused to approve of the plans until the 
shewed into what sewer or other means of : the house drains woe ( 


MH. Shearman, Soxrcrrors, Re Barrs ; Rye § Eyre. 
[Reported by F. Q, Rosrxson, Barrister-at-La 
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SEAWARD v. DENNINGTON—No. 1, 17th July. 
PracticE—DiscovERY—EJECTMENT— FORFEITURE. 


This was an appeal from an order of Bruce, J., at chambers, affirming 
the master, who had ordered the defendant to make the common affidavit 
of documents. The action was brought by a lessor against a lessee to 
recover possession of the demised premises on a forfeiture for breach of 
covenant. The plaintiff alco claimed mesne profits and damages. The 
defendant contended that the case of a forfeiture was on the same foot- 
ing as an action for penalties, and that no order for an affidavit of docu- 
ments ought to be made. 

Tue Court (A. L. Suir and Ricry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

A. L:Surrn, L.J., said that the contention of the defendant was a novel 
one tohim. He agreed that in an action for penalties the court would not 
assist the plaintiff by ordering the defendant to make discovery. That 
had been decided in the time of Lord Hardwicke, and followed ever since. 
The present case was an action of ejectment, and though the defendant 
was not bound to disclose to the plaintiff circumstances which would 
enable the plaintiff to make out a case of forfeiture, nevertheless the 
defendant was bound to make an affidavit of documents. The defendant 
could, however, protect himself by refusing to disclose any documents of 
title. That was so decided in Tye v. Butterfield (5 B. & S. 829), where an 
attempt to make the defendant answer an interrogatory failed. So here 
the defendant must make the affidavit, and he could then protect himself 
by covering particular documents. 

Ricsy, L.J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunse1, Beddall ; T. W. 
Chitty. Soxtcrrors, Colyer § Colyer ; Proudfoot § Chaplin. 

[Reported by F. O. Rosrysox, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re HYDERABAD (DECCAN) CO. (LIMITED AND REDUCED) AND Ze 
COMPANIES ACTS, 1867 AND 1877—Stirling, J., 16th, 19th, 21st May, 
and 18th July. 


Company—Repvction or Carrtat—D1rrerent Ciasses or SHARES—ALTER- 
inc Revatrve Ricuts or SHAREHOLDERS— ULTRA VirES—CompPantss ACT, 
1867—Companies Act, 1877. 


This was a petition asking for the confirmation by the court of a special 
resolution passéd by the shareholders of the Hyderabad (Deccan) Co. for 
the reduction of the capital of the company from £1,156,000 to £1,120,000 
by cancelling £30,000 thereof which had been lost or was unrepresented by 
available assets. The company was incorporated in 1886, with a capital of 
£1,000,000 in 100,000 £10 shares, for the purpose of working a concession 
previously granted by the Government of the Nizam of Hyderabad. 
Clause 5 of the memorandum of association provided that the shares of 
which the capital should from time to time consist might be divided into 
different classes, with such preferences, priorities, restrictions, or special 
incidents as might from time to time be prescribed by the articles and 
special resolutions of the company. By the articles of association of the 
company it was provided (article 5) that the company from time to time 
might, by resolution of a general meeting passed on the previous recom- 
mendation of the board, increase the capital by the issue of new shares of 
such amouut as it should think expedient ; and (article 6) that the com- 

y might, by resolution of a general mecting, determine that any share 
not then issued should beissued as of the same class with the then out- 
standing shares or not, and might attach to any class of such shares so 
to be issued any condition or incident whatever, and that this provision 
should be equally applicable to shares forming part of the original capital 
and to any new shares to be afterwards created; and (article 7) that all 
shares in the company should be held upon the terms that no special 
resolution should be deemed invalid on the ground that the same 
specially affected the interests of any one class of shareholders (preference 
or otherwise) as distinguished from the interests of any other class of 
shareholders, if such number of shareholders of each class should have been 
present and should have voted for the resolution at the meetings passing 
and confirming the same as would have been sufficient to make such reso- 
lution a valid especial resolution, independently of the presence or votes of 
shareholders of other classes, and that every special resolution so passed 
and confirmed should be valid for all purposes whatsoever. Disputes 
arose between the Nizam and the concessionaires, which were settled by 
an agreement of the 2nd of January, 1890, under which one of the 
original concessionaires and the executors of the other original concession- 
aire undertook to subscribe or find subscribers for £150,000 deferred share 
capital. The deferred share capital was not to receive any dividends 
unless 5 per cent. were paidfor that year on the existing capital. This 
agreement wus duly carried out. By a special resolution of the 24th of 
May, 1895, confirmed on the 11th of June, 1895, it was resolved to reduce 
the capital from £1,150,000 to £1,120,000 by cancelling £30,000 which had 
been lost ; the cancellation was to be effected by extinguishing 3,000 
deferred shares, and, in consideration of the loss so borne, the remaining 
12,000 deferred shares were to rank as ordinary shares. The petition was 
—— for the confirmation of the propored reduction. It was opposed 

y fos Nizam. 

fIRLING, J., after stating the facts, said :—The opposition to this peti- 
tion is based on three grounds : first, that the spond taaites is halen 
the powers of the company ; secondly, that it is a breach of the agree- 
ment with the Nizam ; thirdly, that it is unfair and inequitable. With 
regard to the first two objections, a petition is not the usual or proper 
mode of determining either the powers of the company or a breach of 
contract. Under section 11 of the Companies Act, 1864, the court has to 





confirm under the resolution the proposed reduction, and if the resolution 
deals with matters beyond the reduction the court ought to refrain from 
dealing with it. Circumstances, however, might arise which render it 
necessary to consider the questions raised by the Nizam in the present 
case. It is the duty of the court not to sanction a reduction on the 
ground of unfairness ; and if the alleged invalidity of the resolution affects 
the subject matter of the minute, it may be necessary for the court to con- 
sider the powers of the company. Here the proposed reduction is the 
result of a bargain whereby, in consideration of the cancellation of 3,000 
out of 15,000 deferred shares, the status of the remaining deferred shares 
is to be raised to an equality with the ordinary shares. It is contended on 


behalf of the Nizam that it is beyond the power of the company to alter - 


the relative status of the deferred shares. This is a question of construc- 
tion, and turns on clause 5 of the memorandum and clause 7 of the articles 
of association. Clause 5 appears to have been framed with a view to 
escaping the fetters imposed by Hutton v. Scarborough Cliff Hotel Co. 
(13 W. R. 1059, 2 Dr. & Sm. 521) and Ashbury v. Watson (33 W. R. 882, 
30 Ch. D. 376). It authorizes the company to divide their capital into 
different classes, with such priorities, &c., as may be desired. Article 6 of 
the articles of association gives the company power to determine any privi- 
lege or preference attaching to any class of shares. Neither this nor any 
other article deals directly with the priorities of issued shares, but article 7 
shews how effect is to be given to the power reserved to the company. It is 
not well framed, but it seems to me to amount to this, that a special resolu- 
tion may be passed notwithstanding that the interests of the shareholders 
are affected. I think, therefore, that the resolution cannot be regarded as 
ultra vires. It is then contended that the resolution is a breach of the 
agreement with the Nizam. It has been held that some stipulations con- 
tained in the articles of association of a company are subject to the powers 
of altering regulations conferred by section 50 of the Companies Act, 1862 : 
Walker v. London Iramways Co. (28 W. R. 167,12 Ch. D. 705) and Mulle- 
son V. National Insurance, §c., Co. (42 W.R. 269; 1894, 1 Ch. 200). Whether 
or not a company may altogether release itself from powers conferred on 
it by statute or otherwise has not to bedecided. That a company may for 
a particular purpose undertake not to exercise such powers, is shewn 
by Bannatyne v. Direct Spanish Telegraph Co. (35 W. R. 125, 34 Ch. D. 287). 
For the present purpose I assume that such a contract may be entered 
into; and the question is whether, the stipulations with regard to the sub- 
scription of new capital having been fulfilled, it is a further term of the 
bargain that the shareholders shall never avail themselves of the power 
conferred by the memorandum of association to vary from time to time 
the ‘‘ preferences priorities, restrictions, and special incidents ’’ attached to 
the two classes of shares? Such a term is not expressed, and in my 
opinion it ought not to be implied. Then comes the question whether it 
is unjust, inequitable, or unfair that the order should be made. Accord- 
ing to the ruie laid down in Bannatyne v. Direct Spanish Telegraph Co., and 
acted on by Chitty, J.,in Re Floating Dock Co. of St. Thomas (43 W. R. 
344; 1895, 1 Ch. 691), the loss on a reduction of capital ought to fall on 
those who would bear it if there were a winding up. From this point of 
view the reduction is free from objection. The deferred shareholders have 
agreed to take on themselves a loss which would in a winding up have to 
be borne by both classes pari passu. They have, however, taken this loss 

on themselves as the result of a bargain, and the court must consider this 
bargain ; and in accordance with the view expressed by Cotton, L.J., in 
Bannatyne v. Direct Spanish Telegraph Co., if the bargain appears inequitable 
towards an opposing shareholder, the court will withhold its consent. 
Looking at the nature of the bargain in the present case, I cannot say that 
it is unjust. It is one on which commercial men alone can express an 
opinion, and nobody except the Nizam has objected. It has been urged 
that the deferred shareholders have since the resolution been engaged in 
selling to great advantage shares which were previously unmarketable. 

The only inference, however, that I can draw from the evidence is that the 
deferred shareholders made a good but not an unfair bargain. His lord- 

ship then dealt with an objection that the Nizam had not been sufficiently 

informed of the proposed reduction, and concluded by granting the order 

for confirmation. Order accordingly.—Counsget, Buckley, Q.O., and 

Clauson ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Howard Wright. Soxtcrrors, Clements, 

Williams, §& Chapple; Freshfields § Williams. 


{Reported by J. I. Srraiiva, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re ALKALINE REDUCTION SYNDICATE (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
18th July. 


Company—WInpinc Up—Bonvus Suarges—Conrrinvtories—Uttra VIRBs 
Futty Parw-vup SHargs. 


This was a summons in the winding up of the company raising the 
questions whether the respondents were liable to have their names settled 
on the list of contributories in respect of certain shares allotted to them by 
the company as fully paid up. Tue shares in question.were twenty-five 
bonus shares issued to certain persons who had subscribed for such shares 
in the company, and it was said on the one hand that these shares were 
part of the share price payable to the vendors by the company, on the 
other hand it was contended that the shares were in fact a gift by the 
company to the cash subscribers, and that the holders of such shares 
were liable to pay up the full nominal amount of the shares. The bonus 
shares were allotted in pursuance of a duly registered contract under 
section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, and the certificates stated that 
they,were fully paid, and it was also said that in consequence of such 
statement the company and its liquidator were estopped from saying 
that the shares were hot fully paid up. The considenction relied on was 
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the consideration proceeding from the vendors to the company. The 
were shortly as follows. Under a preliminary agreement 
before the incorporation of the company the price payable to the vendors 
was seventy-five shares out of a total capital of 100 shares, leaving 
twenty-five shares for cash subscription. Some twenty-two or twenty- 
three friends of the vendors undertook to subscribe for the cash shares. 
Shortly before the first meeting of the board it was suggested that the 
price payable to the vendors was too i and that the voting power of 
the vendors would give them undue influence in the company, and that 
they as providing the property, and the subscribers as ing the cash, 
ought to come into the company on an equality as shares. To 
carry this out the vendors agreed to give up twenty-five of the seventy- 
five shares and to be distributed pro rata among the cash subscribers, 
resolutions to that effect were duly passed. The preliminary: contract, 
subject to these variations, was adopted by the company. There was no 
question of any fraud or wrongdoing on |the part of the respondents or of 
section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, not being complied with. 
VaucHan Wits, J., made an order as asked by the summons, and 
said that the respondents were not entitled to rely on any estoppel, the 
circumstances being such as to put the allottees of the bonus shares upon 
inquiry, and that the gift of these shares by the company was ultra vires, 
and that the company could not be estopped by putting forward an untrue 
description of the transaction, and at all events could not be estopped with 
re to shares given to persons who were members of the company when 
the distribution of bonus shares was approved of. The so-called pre- 
liminary agreement was in his opinion only an offer. The true share con- 
sideration payable to the vendors was fifty shares not seventy-five shares. 
The vendors had no right to call for the twenty-five shares except for 
distribution among the cash subscribers, and that distribution was some- 
thing insisted upon by the company. Even if his lordship was bound to 
hold, as he was inclined to think, that as a matter of verbal construction 
merely on the contract, the vendors would be entitled to twenty-five 
bonus shares in case the cash subscribers refused to accept them, he still 
thought that the cash subscribers had received shares which had not been 
paid for by any consideration being given. The moment you arrived at 
the conclusion that the vendors were willing to take fifty shares it followed 
that for the other twenty-five shares there was no consideration, and there 
was nothing in section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, to legalize the issue 
of gratis shares by a company. In his opinion the shareholders knew 
that the certificates they received in t of the bonus shares were 
certificates of bonus shares for which they had paid nothing.—Covunsg1, 
Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., C. EB. E. Jenkins, and Munns ; Farwell, Q.C., and 
R. J. Parker ; Howard Wright; Byrne, Q.C., and Methold ; Jelf, Q.C., and 
Hart ; Eve, Q.C.,and Martelli ; Ingle Joyce. Soxicrrors, Munns § Longden ; 
Mathews, Browne, § Co.; Freshfields; Budd, Johnsons, § Jecks; Lindo ¢ 
Co. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) 
was held on Friday, the 17th inst., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 
ee President, Mr. J. Wrerorp Bupp (London) taking the 
chair. 

PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


The Prestpent said that the retiring vice-president, Mr. Joseph Addi- 
son, had been nominated as President for the ensuing year, and that Mr. 
Wm. Godden had been nominated as vice-president. As there were no 
other candidates, he declared them duly elected. 


VACANCIES ON THE CoUNCIL. 


The Presrpent said there were ten vacancies on the Council caused by 
the retirement of ten members by rotation, one of whom, Mr. Henry 
Markby, did not seek re-election. Ten members had been nominated to 
fill the vacancies. ; 

Mr. C, Forp (London) observed that these ten candidates were nomi- 
nated in every case by the President, except that he had not nominated 
himself. He (Mr. Ford) really thought that this was a function which 
might be left with better taste to the general body of the members, or 
even to members of the Council, rather than to the President. 

The Prusrpent said that, as there were no other nominations, the fol- 
lowing gentlemen were elected: Mr. William Howard Gray, Mr. Charles 
Mylne Barker, Mr. John Wreford Budd, Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester), 
Mr. John Hunter, Mr. Thomas Marshall (Leeds), Mr. Frederic Parker 
Morrell (Oxford), Mr. F. K. Munton, Mr. ‘Thomas Rawle, and Mr. Henry 
Wing (Nottingham). [Mr. Gray is the newly elected member to the | 
vacancy caused by the retirement of Mr. Henry Markby, who did not | 
offer himself as a candidate. The other members were co-ecetel } 


there no other nominations: Mr. Heury Edward Burgess, Mr. 
Frederick Hugh Lee, and Mr. John Stephens Chappelow, F.0.A. 


Socrety’s Accounts. 


The Prestpent moved that the income and expenditure account for 
the year ending the 3lst of December, 1895, be received and 4 
[The account shewed a total income of £29,961 7s. 4d., there being a bal- 
ance in excess of expenditure of £2,158 6s. 4d.] 

‘- Mr. Mpeg mem bog for many Lceaniaine mar ad to induce the 
‘ouncil to be alittle more just in a) . apportioned it at 
re ey 
t to a part o e 
thought he was right in saying that there was a very material alteration at 
last in regard to the extent to which the Council had debited the articled 
clerks account as to a large part of the expenditure of the Society. There 
was @ paragraph in the report which referred to the matter, which ran as 
follows :—‘‘In support of their application to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, the Council took prof advice with regard to the appor- 
tionment among the various accounts of the charge in lieu of rent, and 
the co nding items for rates and taxes, and in the accounts for the 
year 1895 it will be seen that a modified ap it of these items is 
introduced.’”’ He thanked the Council for this improvement, and if he 
went on year by year he ho the time would arrive when the reforms 
he urged would be into effect. There were some other items 
which were not eatisfactory. There was, for instance, ‘‘ Entertainments 
after each examination andCouncil luncheons for the year, £613 12s. 10d.” 
Speaking from memory there used to be the examination dinners, and he 
interesting h in one of the professional journals in which 
it was stated that ep omy Mr. Walters, and the committee of the 
club entertained a number of a persons. He (Mr. Ford) was 
delighted at the liberality of Mr. Walters and the » if that 
meant that they entertained these gentlemen at their own expense, and he 
hoped some day to be invited himself. 
Mr. R. Cuntirre (London) said he would save Mr. Walters the trouble 
of an explanation. It was a club house dinner. 
Mr. Forp said that what concerned him was not whether it was a club 
house dinner, but whether it was paid for out of the funds of the Society. 
Mr. R. Pennrveton (London): No. 
Mr. Forp: Or out of private funds ? . 
Mr. Penninaton: Yes. 
Mr. Forp said it muat not be forgotten that the Society were very 
generous to the club, because they gave them a large part of their premises. 
The club paid no rent. Perhaps the time would come when the Council 
would treat the club as they treated the Students Fund. 
Mr. Grinuam Keen (London) said the arrangement with the club was 


of the original pectus. 
ot Forp saeeel to the item ‘* House expenses, £506 16s. 5d.”” He 
hoped Mr. Pennington, the chairman of the Finance Committee, would 
kindl, this. It was rather a big entry. He knew the eagerness 
of the Council to give information in all matters of this kind. Then there 
was ‘Refreshment to assistant examiners, &c., £55 14s. 9d.’ He 
believed they were all members of the club. Why could not they go to 
the club and provide themselves with lunch? He should be disposed to 
do away with that item. 
The Presmpent said he might tell Mr. Ford that the item ‘‘ House 

s’? was to a very large extent made up of gas and coal, heating 
and lighting. There would be no difficulty in it to him. If 
he would like to look at the aceounts, he could see all the details. 
Mr. W. Metmorxn Watters (London) said he did not know whether Mr. 
Ford wished to draw him upon the subject of the club, but he did not 
propose to be drawn. It would be an i on his part if at a 
meeting of the Society he were to ob’ the affairs of the club. He 
would take note of Mr. Ford’s offer to avail himself of any invitation to 
him 


Mr. May called attention to one item which he thought would be better 
for a little explanation—it was that of ‘‘ Interest on loans, £745 17s. 2d.” 
He thought that seemed rather a large amount. Possibly it was due in 
part to the mortgage interest— 

Mr. Panntneton: Yes. 

Mr. May: And possibly in part to the fact that the Society had to 
overdraw. If it was simply for the mortgage interest, he would suggest 
that the interest was at a high rate for these times. 

Mr. Pannrvcton said that the interest was at the rate of 4 per cent., 
with liberty to pay off at any time the Council pleased and without notice 
sums of not less than £1,000. That, of course, was a privilege, therefore 
the 4 per cent. was, perhaps, not unreasonable interest to pay. Jt was for 
money borrowed. A — — wes -) ——- - ened — Society’s = 
The id a very sum—£2 or —for money y 
deemed Soom time to time from the bankers. [t was quite an in- 
significant sum. 

The accounts were adopted. 


Councit’s Report. 
The Presipent: It is now my duty to move that the annual report 


Mr. Forp expressed the hope that some of the members of the Council which has been printed and circulated be moma ge and entered 


Would attend the Council meetings more regularly. He saw that Mr. rdinary circumstances 

Ellett had attended only twenty-five ae during the year, Mr. Mar- a —_S But I am - 
to date the matters of wong be 

Mr. ~~ said he would withdraw his remarks as far as Mr. Wing was an Balle Rt Committee on the Finance Bill the clause which 


he had 


all one, Mr. Morrell twenty-six, and Mr. Wing four. 
The Presipenr eaid that Mr. Wing had been very ill. 


Avprtors. 


— ean ooo 
sorry to say D carr own 
finance referred to in the report it is my unpleasant 

although the Chancellor of the 


to move in our favour, it was, in consequence of i- 





tion, withdrawn, and will be reconsidered next year. Our 
The Prxstpanr declared the following gentlemen elected as auditors, ! in this respect are therefore postponed, I hope for another twelve months 
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only. The Finance and General Purposes Committee have prepared a full 
a exhaustive report on the subject, which will be pay out to all the 
members with the minutes of this meeting. But it may be interesting if 
I extract from the report a few sentences, so that I may put before the 
meeting the exact position of affairs. Our application to the Government 
has‘ been to aid us with a contribution from the certificate duty in defray- 


ing the heavy 
Expenses orp, Marntarnine Discirrrye, 


to which the Society is put. We say that the work done by the Society in 
these respects is not only done in the interest of the public and the pro- 
fession generally, but that it relieves the court and the masters from a 
great amount of work which would otherwise be thrown upon them. The 
members of the committee give their services gratuitously, and a large 
amount of time is devoted by them to this duty. The expenses are 
very heavy. In 1894 the out-of-pocket disbursements of the Society 
amounted to £4,687 18s. 10d., 10 which, of course, in estimating 
the total expenses to the Society, must be added a proper allow- 
ance for the use cf a portion of the Society’s buildings and of the 
general rates, taxes, house expenses, &c., as well a3 the salaries of the 
officers and clerks engaged in the work connected with discipline. In 1895 
the out-of-pocket expenses were not so great as in 1894, but the tendency, 
on the whole, is towards increase, and the cost to the Society of maintain- 
ing discipline may, in the opinion of the committee, fairly be taken as 
exceeding £6,000. It is submitted that it is not just or proper that the 
8 of carrying into effect the disciplinary powers and duties of the 
Couneil should be defrayed out of the voluntary subscriptions of the 
members of the Society, who number only about one-half of the number 
of all practising solicitors. These powers and duties exist for the benefit 
of the profession generally as well as the public, and the Council maintain 
that theee expenses at least should be borne out of the heavy certificate 
duty payable to the Government. It was originally understood that the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer would prepare a clause and insert it in the 
Finance Bill, but he preferred to move an amendment in Committee, and 
in the early part of the present month gave notice of his intention to 
move in Committee the insertion in the Bill of the following clause: 
‘* Whereas, in pursuance of sections 12 to 15 of the Solicitors Act, 1888, 
any application to strike the name of a solicitor off the roll of solicitors, 
and any application to require a solicitor to answer allegations contained 
in an affidavit are now made to and heard by a committee of the Incor- 
= Law Society therein mentioned, appointed by the Master of the 
lls, be it therefore enacted as follows :—(1) Out of the duty paid upon 
a certificate taken out yearly by every person admitted or enrolled in 
England as a solicitor the following sum—namely, (a) If the certificate 
authorizes such person to practise or catry on business within ten miles of 
the General Post Office in London, seven shillings and sixpence; and () 
if the certificate authorizes him to practice or carry on business elsewhere 
in England, five shillings—shall be paid by the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue to the said Incorporated Law Society; and shall be applied in 
such manner as may be arranged with the Treasury for the purpose of the 
expentes of the Society in the execution of the above-recited sections. 
(2) If any enactment provides for the performance in Scotland or Ireland 
of the like duties by 2 committee as under the above-recited sections in 
England, the like sum shall in like manner, as may be arranged with the 
Treasury, be applied for the expenses of such committee in the execution 
of such enactment.’’ The Chancellor of the Exchequer moved the clause 
on the 9th of July, but unfortunately it came on late in the evening, after 
a great deal of discussion on other clauses; and on the suggestion of Sir 
William Vernon Harcourt that the clause ought not to be inserted in the 
Bill as introduced, and that adequate time had not been allowed for its 
consideration, the Chancellor of the Exchequer withdrew the clause, pro- 
mising that it should be reconsidered next year. The commiftee, feeling 
that the principle involved in this clause has been recognized by the 
Government, and that the Society’s claims are unanswerable from every point 
of view, look forward with confidence to the clause being carried next 
year. There is only one other matter I need refer to. I have not any 
very satisfactory report to make with reference to the progress of the 


Sortcrrors (Macistracy) Bru. 


I hear there isa block against this Bill, but still hopes are entertained 
that it will be passed this Session, though I am afraid we cannot speak 
very confidently upon that subject. I do not know of any other matter 
arising under the report with which I need trouble you, and I will con- 
clude by moving, ‘‘ That the report be received, approved, and entered on 
the minntes.’’ 

The Vice-Presipent seconded the motion. 


Quveren’s Bencu Drviston. 


Mr. Barry Coney (London) called attention to the subject of the reso- 
lution he moved at the general meeting in April as follows : ‘‘ That, in the 
opinion of this Society, a reform is desirable in the administration and 
arrangement existing in the Queen’s Bench Division,’’ and which was then 
carried unanimously. With regard to this the report stated as follows: 
‘* This resolution, as well as detailed suggestions made by the member of 
the Society who moved it, have been considered by the Council; and the 
Council, while approving of the principle of the recommendation made by 
the member in question that there should be an adequate number of judges 
permanently in town to deal with London business, consider it undesirable 
to put forward or promote any scheme dealing with details of rearrange- 
ment and allocation of business to particular courts and judges at the pre- 
sent time, or until the number of judges is increased.’”? He now desired 
to move that the Council be requested to reconsider their decision as stated 
in the rt as to this resolution. The answer which the Council had 
practically given to the resolution was that the reform in the administra. 
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tion of the business of the Queen’s Bench was practically a matter for the 
judges. That, no doubt, was an attitude of great:modesty and diffidence, 
but he thought that a time had come when an attitude of a bolder descrip. 
tion might be adopted by the solicitors towards the higher authorities ip 
regard to the arrangements and administration of the Queen’s Bench. He 
ested that the j were not for all the body which was 

able to appreciate in all its bearings whether the administration of justice 
was always satisfactory or unsatisfactory.’ He su that the persons 
who must.feel the result of an unsatisfactory tration of litigious 
business were the members of the solicitor branch of the profession. If 
the public were dissatisfied, the j ’ salaries were not interfered with, 
If the public were satisfied the work was badly done, the important 
position of the judges was not minimized. In the same way counsel only 
felt indirectly the eifect of an unsatisfactory administration of business, 
but it was the solicitor who incurred the blame from his clients. It wag 
the solicitor whose pecuniary interests were involved. Therefore he urged 
that the time had come when the Council should not be content to leave 
it entirely to the judges as they suggested in their report, but they might 
well consider whether they, as representing a not unimportant portion of 
the legal profession, should urge that the time had come when the con- 
veniencs and the interest also of solicitors should be considered in regard 
to the administration of public business. They had, no doubt accidentally, 
missed somewhat the principle of the resolution. They stated the principle 
to be that there should be an adequate number of judges to deal with the 
London business. That was one of the principles, no doubt, but 
not the whole or the most important. One of the most important 
was that when a solicitor instructed a leading counsel to attend 
cases the arrangement of public business should be in such a form 
that there should be a likelihood of being able to obtain the presence 
of that particular leading counsel. There was no cause which gave more 
dissatisfaction to clients than when they found they had paid a very heavy 
sum for briefing an important Q.C., and that gentleman was not able to 
attend. The leading counsel could not be blamed that they were not able 
to be present. Owing to the administration of business in the Queen's 
Bench they were not able to be present. They had to attend several 
courts, and it was marvellous the way in which they rushed from one 
court to another grasping the details, to a great extent, of individual 
actions. It was Ln impossible to believe that they could do that 
justice to a case which they could do were they present throughout and 
vonducted the whole. That difficulty had been avoided in the Chancery 
Division owing to the system by which individual judges preside over 
particular courts, so that a solicitor might always know when he briefed 
a leader in the Chancery Division that he would be present and attend. 
It was very seldom that owing to a cause being in the Appeal Court the 
solicitor missed his leader. That principle was worth fighting for, to 
know that when a solicitor’s client had instructed him to brief a particular 
leading counsel there would be no unpleasantness because he was absent 
when the case came on. He gave an instance of a case in his own experi- 
ence where both the leader and the junior were absent, and he had the 
greatest difficulty in preventing his client from getting up and personally 
remonstrating with the judge. There was no cause of greater dissatisfac- 
tion with the administration of the law than this absence of leading 
counsel. He had advocated at the last general meeting the allocation of 
particular judges to particular courts, as was the case in the Chancery 
Division, and an allotment similar to that in the Chancery Division when 
notice of trial was given of a particular case in that division. He w 
the meeting to consider that this would be a most welcome reform to the 
litigants in the Queen’s Bench Division. The judges did not suffer. 
The Council left it to the judges, and it was very desirable and right that 
they in the first instance should leave it to the judges, because perhaps 
the Council wanted a little pressure from the members of the Society to 
give them a Joous standi before the judges. But solicitors and the public 
were suffering. There was another matter to which he had called atten- 
tion, the present state of business in chambers. Those who were still in 
the habit of attending chambers would know that the scene in judges 
chambers and masters’ hall was such that it was not conducive to the 
progress of business. There was a crowd outside. The solicitors’ list was 
for 12 o’clock and counsel’s list for 11 o’clock. Solicitors knew that their 
list was often not reached until 3 or 4 o’clock, and they and their clerks 
had to wait all day on the chance of its coming on, because sometimes 
there was a quick judge. Was that a creditable state of affairs which 
would give satisfaction to the public? It would not pay solicitors to give 
up their own time or that of a good managing clerk for the trifling allow- 
ance. There again the judges did not suffer; but the solicitor wa 
.obliged to ask the client to allow him more than the recognized remuneri- 
tion. Therefore it was a matter particularly for the solicitor branch that 
they should urge an alteration in that portion of the arrangements. On 
the last occasion he had said that there ought to be four lists in chambers 
one at 11 o’clock for counsel and one at 12 o’clock ; and one at 2 o'clock 
for solicitors and one at 3 o’clock. The present counsel’s list at 11 0 clock 
was very often not finished before 2 or 2.30 o’clock. But if there was 
particularly quick judge, on the other hand, all the business was sometimes 
got through in the morning. The result was that if a solicitor, thinking 
the list would not come on until 3 o’clock, did not attend till then, he 
would find that the judge had left at 12.30, having finished. That was® 

osition which was unfair to the solicitor and equally unfair to the pu 

e had also made a suggestion that a member of the junior bar should be 
appointed to assist in the transaction of business in chambers. 
would help to get over the circuit difficulty. He thought he had made 
out'a sufficient case to shew, in the interests of the profession, that ther 
was a great amount of abuse at present. Solicitors had to beat 
brunt of it and to be the losers. It did not affect the judges, and ther 





fore it would come well from the members of the Society to request the 





ac 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 40.] 671 





July 25, 1896. 





Council to urge these objections. If it was preferred to leave matters as 
were, the solicitors would stand as a mere subservient body bowing to 
t learning and great authority, to great authorities who were not so 
Qmiliar with these details which were more within the province and rights 
of solicitors. He therefore moved, ‘“‘ That in order to strengthen their 
hands it is desirable that the Council should reconsider the resolution 
passed in April last.” 

Mr. Forp seconded the amendment. The matter was very urgent, and 
required serious consideration. He did not say the Oouncil had not 
attended to it. He believed there were few members of the Council who 
were not perfectly familiar with these grievances, but many members of 
the Council felt that it was quite hopeless to attempt to adjust these 
matters. He hoped the Council would see their way to take the view 
advocated by Mr. Cohen, and to give further attention to the matter. 
He was sure it was one calling for the attention of the profession, not only 
in London but throughout the country. Whilst Mr. Cohen had called 
attention to the fact that the Council had been very deferential, still they 
had shewn a little pluck, because the following paragraph appeared in the 
report: ‘‘ The Council are of opinion that the judges can themselves best 
distribute the business in the manner most calculated to meet the daily 
exigencies as they arise, and they adhere to the opinion which they have 
repeatedly expressed, that Divisional Courts should be abolished.’’ He 
thought the Council felt that they had made a suggestion which it was 
useless to hope would be carried into effect. The report also said : ‘‘ The 
Council also think that it would be for general convenience that arrange- 
ments should be made by which summonses attended by couneel should 
be taken at a particular hour, and those attended by solicitors at some 
other hour.’’ This was a most excellent, suggestion which met some of 
the complaints of Mr. Cohen. In that matter they would be treading on 
the toes of counsel, and they knew that counsel would not listen to any 
suggestions of the Society unless they were likely to promote the interests 
of the bar. He suggested that the Council should take the matter back 
and further consider it. 

Mr. R.S. Trepcotp (London) proposed that a committee should be 
appointed, to consist of members of the Council and Mr. Cohen, to consider 
the subject. There was no profession in the United Kingdom which bore 
its grievances with so much patience and meekness as that of the solicitors. 
The subject was a large one, and might be discussed for hours without a 
definite conclusion being arrived at. It seemed to him that the only way 
to sift it was to do as he suggested. 

Mr. Epmunp Kuwser (London) said he entirely agreed with the remarks 
of Mr. Cohen, but scarcely coincided with his suggested remedies. He 
(Mr. Kimber) believed that the whole of the judges were perfectly ready 
to listen to any complaint from the Society, or even any individual member 
of the Society, and he was satisfied that if the Council approached them 
with these complaints they would give them most ample consideration. 
He was very glad that Mr. Addison was to be the president for the 
ensuing year, because some years ago Mr. Addison had favoured the 
Society with a paper upon 


Evipence 1x Crrminat Caszs. 


He (Mr. Kimber) regretted to find from the morning papers that the 
Bill dealing with this subject had been withdrawn in the House of Com- 
mons after having passed the Houseof Lords. The report of the Council 
stated: ‘‘ This Bill, to enable accused persons to give evidence, was sup- 
ported by the Council, and has passed the House of Lords, but it will 
probably not become law this Session.’”” He was not at all satisfied with 
that paragraph. He thought that the Society might have shewn more 
earnestness in support of such a magnificent measure as that was. So 
long ago as 1844 a Committee of the House of Commons had sat upon this 
important question, before which Sir Fitzroy Kelly gave evidence in sup- 
port of the view embodied in this measure. This was fifty-two years ago 
It was thirty years ago since the subject was first brought before the 
Society. Since that time nearly every great and important legal society 
throughout the country had passed resolutions in its favour, as well as 
many chambers of commerce, and many eminent members of the profes- 
sion were in favour of it. The present Lord Chancellor had said years 
ago that the administration of criminal law was almost perfect, with one 

aring exception, that it excluded from the administration of justice the 
evidence of the.most important party to the proceedings. It was a dis- 
grace to the Society and to the whole legal profession that such a state 
of things should continue. Although years ago the Council had made a 
teport upon the administration of justice in 


Bankruptcy Proceepinas, 


yet nothing had been done to amend the Act of 1883 upon the lines then 
Suggested. Sir A. K. Rollit was a member of tbe Council, and he had 


‘taken great interest in the subject, and the profession and the public were 


Rteatly indebted to him for the way in which he had carried on agitations 
th witbin and without the House of Commons. To make the law of 
bankruptcy almost perfect it only required a small amendment of the Act 
in force before the Act of 1883, which would have brought about a much 
better state of the law than was at present the case. Practically the Act 
of 1883 was a dead letter. It was daily becoming more and more of a 
letter. Some of the clerks in the Bankruptcy Office were actually 
applying to public accountants for situations, because they found their 
Vocation was almost gone. There was at present a report in the archives 
hes Board of Trade, which some occult interest prevented from seeing 
a light. That report ought to be forced upon Parliament by the action 
the Society, so that the public might see the administration of affairs 
the Board of Trade. It was perfectly disgraceful. Was the opinion 
the public at large in favour of a man being gratuitously, and for 


nothing at all, adjudicated ¢ bankrupt contrary to the wishes of his 
friends and the expressed desire of creditors? The of the 
Board of Trade was to sweep the administration of the whole of debtors’ 
estates into the purlieus of ihe Board of Trade, in order to sustain a 
falling institution, Was that right and just, and was it contemplated by 
the originators of the Act of 1883 or by Mr. Hackwood, who he regretted 
was not alive? He was certain he would tell them he was under a grievous 
disappointment. He believed Mr. Chamberlain would say the same 
thing. There was tremendous friction between the permanent offi- 
cials of the Board of Trade and receivers and trustees throughout the 
country, and that did not work well for the realization of estates or for 
justice between debtor and creditor. The court was not for the punish- 
ment of the debtor, but for the punishment of the creditor. He regretted 
that there was no reference in the report to the procedure in bankruptcy, 
and trusted that there would be more serious notice taken of it. 

Mr. Forp, referring to the endeavours of the Council to obtain an 
increased income for the Society, expressed a hope that if they were suc- 
cessful there would be a p t of handing over the whole of the 
students’ fees to the London University. With regard to 


Lzcat Epvcation, 


the report stated that: ‘‘ Pursuant to an invitation from the Council of 
Legal Education, communications have taken place between the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society and the Council of Legal Education with 
the view of affording to articled clerks special facilities for availing them- 
selves of the lectures and claeses established by the Council of Legal 
Education primarily for the benefit of students for the bar. Those com- 
munications are still in progress.”” Mr. Addison had been courteous 
enough at the last general meeting to say that if he (Mr. Ford) would 
make any suggestion with regard to legal education he would consider it. 
He (Mr. Ford) hoped to trouble him before very long. In the meantime, 
could anyone who took a serious view of legal education think that the 
miserable little ph in the report was sufficient. The previous 
section to that which he had quoted was: ‘‘ The system of iustruction to 
articled clerks by tutors established at the Law Institution is making pro- 
gress, and the results attained at recent examinations by candidates who 
have availed themselves of it have been very satisfactory ; but the system 
has not yet been largely adopted, although the number of students sub- 
scribing shows a considerable increase.”” The Council did not tell them 
how many articled clerks in the country were availing themselves of this 
tuition. They were certainly paying very heavy salaries, and they got 
very little return. The suggestion as to the lectures and classes of the 
Inns of Court was a valuable one. It would be a valuable addition to this 
miserable system of legal education. In regard to the 


Lone Vacation, 


it had caused great distress to a large number of the members of the 
profession throughout the country. The members had been hoping that 
the Council would really take the thing up and deal with it with vigour. 
The report stated that the Council had forwarded to the Lord Chancellor 
a resolution passed at the general meeting in January, 1895, ‘‘ tothe effect 
that the Long Vacation should be materially shortened, and that during 
the Long Vacation pleadings should be delivered, and other formal busi- 
ness”’ traneacted, specifying the business in question. ‘‘ A letter in reply 
was received by the Council from the Lord Chancellor to the effect t 

the Chancery judges thought that this would mean that the whole of the 


the Long Vacation, and asking the Council whether that was the ee 
tion which they intendedto make. To this inquiry the Council replied 
that they remaincd of opinion that the whole of the business above men- 
tioned ought to be transacted throughout the Long Vacation.” One 
would think from the report that the profession awoke to the fact in 
August last that the vacation was not avery satisfactory state of things, 
but the matter had been pressed upon the Council for years by the 
members. In 1883 he read a paper at the. provincial meeting at Bath on 
the subject, and a resolution was carried unanimously that the interests 
of suitors called for a substantial reduction of the Long Vacation and 
greater facilities during the vacation for the dispatch of business in the 
courts. But nothing had since been done. The Council did not carea 
snap of the finger whether this was carried out or not. The Long 
Vacation was a growing evil, and it was worse when the vacation was 
over. After the last vacation there was little or no business done in the 
Queen’s Bench Division until after the following Christmas. J 
really went their own way. They did not care about the views of - 
tors or of the public, and if they wished to close their courts on Saturdays 
they did so. It was avery unjust and very unsatisfactory state of affairs. 
As long ago as 1882 Mr. Henry Fowler, now Sir Henry Fowler, made a 
strenuous effort in the House of Commons to bring about a substantial 
reform in regard to the Long Vacation, and addressed questions to the 
Attorney-General, and pointed out that in fact the Chancery Judges 
created actual additional vacations ; to which the Attorney-General replied 
that there was no legal obligation upon a judge to sit every day of the week 
during the aye for which the sittings were appointed, and he (Mr. Ford) 
had no doubt that was the view of the ju They shewed it by their 
practice in the Queen’s Bench Division. .It. was not a question of the 
personal feeling of solicitors or of their own, views ; but was it it, when 
all other professions.could not attempt to do-anything of this that 
there should be a denial of justice from the.10th of August to the 24th of 
October? It was a matter which concerned’ the bulk of the profession 
and the suitors in the courts, and he hoped the Council would press 
npon the authorities the t necessity, if not of doing away with the 
Long Vacation altogether, for keeping apen the offices'so that the business 








might be got ready for the opening of the courts. 


noncontentious work of the Chancery Division should be carried on during © 
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Mr. May said there was no doubt that sclicitors suffered during the 
Long Vacation from the practical inconvenience of not being able to get 
into contact with counsel, and he thought steps might be taken by the 
Council which would remedy that inconvenience. The solicitor found 

up at counsel’s chambers a notice, ‘‘ Back in twenty minutes,’ 
which meant fifty, or that attendance was given upon two days in the 

What he would suggest was that the Council should intimate to 
the bar, through the proper channel, that for the convenience of members 
of the Society the names of counsel who were in town during the vacation 
should be sent to the Society. He believed that would be a very substan- 
tial convenience to all members of the solicitor branch of the profession. 
He believed it would not interfere with the etiquette of the bar in any 
respect. 

Mr. Metvitt Green (Worthing) called attention to the part of the 
report dealing with the 


Law Lust. 


The Council said they had discontinued the separate publication of the 
Calendar and Law Directory of the Incorporated Law Society, and ‘* had made 
arrangements with Messrs. Stevens & Sons under which a new Law List 
would be published which would bear on the face of it a statement that it 
is published by the authority of the Incorporated Law Society, as well as 
by that of tbe Commissioners of Inland Revenue. The new Law List 
appeared in March last. The Council think that improvements in the 
arrangement of some of the published matter could well be made, and 
they are in communication with Messrs. Stevens & Sons on the subject.” 
He cordially agreed with this last clause, but did not think it went quite far 
enough. The Council had discontinucd the publication of the Calendar, 
which was quite right, but as a result of the manner in which it was done 
there was no list obtainable of the members of the Society. The list con- 
tained only solicitors who took out certificates. There had always been 
members of the Society who had retired from practice, but who continued 
to pay their subscriptions, and their names ought to be in a printed list. 
There ought to be a page added of the names of members of the Society 
who no longer took out certificates to practise. 

The Prestpent: That would not be a very bulky matter, and I think 
there would be no difficulty in arranging it. 

Mr. Green said that the Calendar had also specified by an asterisk or some 
other mark the men who had obtained degrees or other distinctions. He 
did not suppose a man would be thought more of because he had a 
degree, but he did think it was the right policy of the Society to make of 
its honours all that it could, and therefore it should mark them in its 
official list. The present Law List put in the bar honours, all the 
barristers who had taken studentships were recorded. As a matter of 
policy he ventured to say that if the Society conferred honours at all they 
ought to make the most of them. He did not suppose it mattered a 
brass button to the younger men, and it certainly did not to the mature 
members of the profession; but it should be noted as a matter of 
principle. If these marks were omitted, they ought to omit some of the 
trumpery notices which ap He found solicitors put down as 
secretaries to building societies, stewards of manors, and all sorts of private 
offices. These ought not to be in. 

The Present said the Council had made representations to the 
publishers with regard to this. 

Mr. Green observed that public appointments were quite different. 
As he was speaking upon the subject of arranging names, he was sure it 
would be exceedingly convenient if on the list of the Council it could be 
stated the date on which a member was first elected and his last election 
to the Council, sc that the members of the Society might see whose turn 
it was to go out by rotation. 

Mr. Forp: They never go out. It is an appointment for life. 

Mr. Green observed with regard to 


Locat Reoisters or Cuarces to Municirat Corporations 


the report stated that ‘the attention of the Council was 
drawn by the Sussex Law Society to the fact that ir the 
Brighton Improvement Bill (following the precedent of several 
private Improvement Acts passed within the last three or four 
ears) Clauses have been inserted giving simple undertakings relating to 
iand the effect of incumbrances, and creating local registers of such 
incumbrances. The Council prepared a petition against the Brighton 
Improvement Bill, which was presented by Sir Henry H. Fowler. and 
copies sent to the Secretary of State for the Home Department and the 
Local Government Board. Both those departments reported disapprovin 
the clause; but the Committee of the House of Commons passed it, an 
the Bill has proceeded to the House of Lords. The Council then called 
the attention of the Lord Chancellor to these clauses, and stated their 
objections to them, pointing out that the existence of a number of local 
searches established under private Acts in separate towns of the 
kingdom, and relating to land within their limits, is objectionable, and 
— to the objects of the Lord Chancellor’s Land Charges Bill. They 
‘ore to the Lord Chancellor the desirability of inserting a 
clause in Land Charges Bill providing that any local registers 
by corporations under private Acts of Parliament should be 
transferred to the central office ; and his lordship said he would, in view 
of any future Bills of a similar character, communicate with the Chairman 
of Committees on the ~~ with the abject of meeting the objections of 
the Council, of which lordship““approves, and it is understood 
that the Lord Chancellor is considering the suggestion of the 
Council as to the pro clause in the Land Charges Bill.” 
‘took the most serious objection to the word ‘‘transfer.’”’ Local trans- 
actions were, in the great majority of instances, carried through by local 
men, if not on both sides, at.all events upon one. If the purchaser were a 





local man, he would far rather search his local register than have to send 
up to London. If the vendor were a local man, and a London man the pur. 
chaser, when he came to complete be could search the local register easily 
encugh. Therefore it was sufficient in the great majority of cases. There 
might be cases where London men only were concerned or men from other 
a of the country, and it might be desirable to have duplicates of these 

ocal registers in London; but that the local registers should be trans. 
ferred to London and that country people should have to journey to 
London about all these transactions was utterly unreasonable. It must 
be an oversight on the part of the Council to take the convenience away 
from those upon the spot who had to carry out the transaction. 

Mr. E. K. Bryru (London) said in explanation that the Sussex Law 
Society drew the attention of the Council to the fact that a local and per. 
sonal Bill, a private matter which would not be} published, was being 
introduced by the Brighton Corporation, by which the fact that any under. 
takings relating to land given by the Corporation would have the effect of 
incumbrances, and by which a local register of incumbrances would be 
created. The Council found that this was the case with several important 
Bills which had been passed without the attention of the Council having 
been drawn to them, The Council found that it would interfere with the 
improvement of the scheme of transfer of land to which the Council had 
been giving great attention. One portion of these improvements proposed 
the concentration of searches into one office, so that any person dealing 
with land would be certain to find all the incumbrances in that office, 
Here the Council found a number of local searches were created in different 
towns in the kingdom—Gloucester, Croydon, Leamington, and one or 
two others which were not known to the public—and anyone not knowing 
of these towns would not known that there was a separate register of 
incumbrances which everyone would have to search. The Sussex Law 
Society put that before the Committee of the House cf Commons, but they 
refused to consider it. The Council — a petition drawing the 
attention of the authorities to the Bill, but it did not have the effect of 
getting the Committee of the House of Commons to reject the ill. They 
then drew the attention of the Lord Chancellor to the matter, and it was 
under the consideration of his lordship as to what he could do to remedy 
this creation of a number of local searches. The view of the Lord Chan- 
cellor appeared to be that in the Land Searches Bill of this year a clause 
could be inserted by which every such register should be included in the 
central office so that anyone desiring to search for incumbrances would 
find them concentrated in one office. He (Mr. Blyth) ventured to think 
it would be desirable that a policy of concentrating all searches in one 
office, without prejudice to a local search, if they wished, should be 
adopted. 

The PrestpEnt said the amendment to the motion that the report should 
be read was, ‘‘ That the Council be requested to reconsider the resolution 
passed with reference to legal procedure at the last general meeting of 
the society,’’ which was, ‘‘ That, in the opinion of this Society, a reform 
is desirable in the administration and arrangement existing in the Queen’s 
Bench Division.’? He was quite sure that if there was any expression of 
opinion that it would be desirable that the Council should reconsider the 
question they would at once do so without the necessity of any formal 
resolution upon the subject. Of course one always liked to see a report of 
this kind accepted en bloc. 

Mr. Forp appealed to Mr. Cohen to withdraw the amendment upon the 
understanding that the Council reconsider the matter. 

Mr. Conen said he should be happy to take that course. He had only 
spoken with the desire to strengthen the Council’s hands, and not in oppo- 
sition to them. . 

The Presipent said the Council had not understood Mr. Cohen as acting 
in opposition. 

The amendment was accordingly withdrawn, and the report was 
unanimously agreed to. e: 

On the motion of Mr. Forp, a vote of thanks was passed to the retiring 
President for his services during the year and also in the chair at the 
meeting; and the proceedings terminated. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) weré 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the Ist and 2nd July, 
1896. 

Baker, Hugh Morant 
Barker, George Norman 


Barnard, Hubert Wallace 
Beeching, Ernest 


Cunningham, Francis Rowsell 
Ducker, James Ernest Townshend 
Dulley, William 

Duncan, Charles Rix 


Bell, George Francis Dunks, Harry - 

Blachford, Henry Francis Farringdon, William Bowker 
Brightwell, George Percy Floyd, Alfred Edward 
Brookes, E Fordham, Alfred 


Brown, Sidney Ernest 
Burgess, Frank Fell 


Forrester, Thomas 
Gateley, Stephen Joseph 
ice 


Burgess, Henry Gaunt, Mauri 

Cape, Jobn Alfred ‘ 1d 

Chapman, Frank Goodfellow, Charles Stuart 
Clegg, John Gradwell, James Henry 
Crowder e Bertram 


Hack, ee Wate 
Culver, k Stanley Herrin, Ed 
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Hi n, Ralph Edward 
Horsfield, Ernest 

Horton, Leslie Thornton 
Hosking, Vivian Edgill 

Hughes, William 

Jackaman, Henry Simon Batley 
James, Frederick Culver Sewell 
James, Vyvyan Clifford Haweis 
Jones, Tudor Lawrence 
Kendrick, Henry Haden 
Lampard, Charles Frank 
Larminie, Stanley Graham 

Lee, Frank 

Lewis, Edward Pugh 

Lomax, Arthur Hilton 

May, Charles 

Middleton, Richard Noel 
Mitchell, Albert 

Monckton, Herbert John 
Norris, Harold Edward 

Paice, Arnold 

Phillips, David White 

Piper, Arthur 

Prynne, Donald Howard 
Reynolds, Victor Eustace 


Richardson, William 
Robins, William Rumney 
Robson, Leonard 

Rodway, George William 
Rose, Digby Beaconsfield 
Rowlands, John Evan 

St. Amory, Carl Cecil Bertie 
Schultz, Harwood Spencer 
Snowden, Turner 
Steavenson, Dudley Vaughan 
Symes, John 

Syrett, Howard 

Tee, Clarence Wilfred 
‘Thacker, Thomas William 
Thorpe, Alfred 

Todd, Frederick Gavin 
Trevanion, Herbert George 
Trotter, Raymond Elliott 
Unsworth, Ernest Edwin 
Vachell, Arthur Cadogan 
Veneer, Edward Cwakill 
Verden, Henry Harcourt 
Vere-Stead, Redmond Morris 
Waller, Alexander Mortlock 
Wilson, Charles Godfrey 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or ReaistRars 1x ATTEYDANCE OF 














Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
- Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt Mr. Coesinaten 
2 Godfrey ree Lavie 
31 Leach Rolt, 
1 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srrevina. KEKEWION. Romen. 
Mr. Ward Me. Jackson 
Clowes 
Ward Jackson 
Pemberton Clowes 
Ward Jackson 
Pemberton Clowes 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasers AND Lessges.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. ' 


Mr. W. T. McGowen, solicitor, town clerk of Bradford, Yorkshire, 
died on Saturday last, in the 82nd year of his age. He served his articles 
with Messrs. Williams, McLeod, & Cann, of the Inner Temple, and subse- 
quently became managing clerk to that firm. In 1853 he was appointed 
deputy town clerk cf Liverpool, and occupied that position for thirteen 
years. In 1866 he was appointed town clerk of Bradford. He shewed 
great ability in that position, and was, in November, 1891, presented with 
an address and a purse containing £3,000, contributed by 245 subscribers, 
and a few weeks ago several gentlemen who have filled the post of Mayor 
of Bradford decided to place a bust of Mr. McGowen in the council 
chamber. Mr. McGowen, says the Bradford Observer, united with great 
ability so singularly genial a temperament that his departure means the 
loss not only of a most familiar figure, but of one who was liked by all 
and beloved by many of those with whom he had to do. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. L. G. Gorpon Ronstns has been appointed a Member of the General 
Board of Examiners of the Council of Legal Education, in the place of 
Mr, A. J. Spencer. 

Mr. E. Leapam Hoven has been appointed Senior Official Receiver in 
Bankruptcy, in the room of Mr. G. Wreford, resigned. 

Mr. G. W. Cuapman has been appointed Senior Assistant Receiver. 

Mr. Atrrep Ernest Ward, solicitor, of 7, King-street, Cheapside, E.C., 
=. Schubert-road, Putney, has been appointed a Com oner for 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLurions. 
Pavt Carreratt and Frepertck Perer Carreratt (Catterall & Catterall) 
solicitors, Preston and Lytham July 14. [ Gazette, July 17. 


8. Garrett and Henry B. J. Parker (Parker, Garrett, & Parker), 
solicitors, St. Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill, London. June 19. 
[ Gazette, July 21. 
Epwarp Bannister, ALBERT Henry Wiii1ams, Henry Sroprorp Ram, 
Fowarp Cuaries Facuz, and Gzrorce Rapciyrre Bunnetr (Bannister, 
Williams, & Ram), solicitors, 13, John-street, Bedford-row, London.. So 
far as regards the said Edward Bannister, who retires from the firm. The 
business will henceforth be carried on by the said Albert Henry Williams, 
Henry Stopford Ram, Edward Charles Fiche, and George Radclyffe Bun- 
nett in partnership. [ Gazette, July 21. 


GENERAL | 
The Officers and Clerks’ Committee of the Corporation have presented a 
teport on the subject of the salary of the Common Serjeant, which they 
recommend shall be increased from £2,500 to £3,000 per annum. 
Before the Liquor Commission on the 21st inst. Mr. R. Ellett, clerk to 
Cirencester justices, was examined. He said he was chairman of the 
Justices’ Clerks’ Society, and represented their views. They did not advo- 
cate a change in the constitution of the licensing authority. They thought 
the bench of magistrates preferable to any popularly elected body. They 
did not urge any change in the law with regard to the indorsement of 
licences, and their opinion was that the register of offences formed a com- 
plete record for the information of justices, and was quite sufficient. 








Tenders for £500,000 Birmingham Corporation 2} per Cent. Stock 
were opened at the Bank of England, The applications amounted to 
£963,600, at prices varying from £104 to £102 (the minimum). Tenders 
at £102 1s. 6d. will receive about 67 per cent. of the amount applied for 
those above that price being allotted in full. The average price obtained 
for the stock is £102 2s. 6d. ‘ 





country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr. ] 


July 28.—Messrs. Depennamu, Tewsoy, Farmer, & Baipcewarer, 
Freehold Ground Rents of £410, 
situated in the City 


commuted at £656 10s. per annum, 
ing, near Southend. Solicitors, Messrs 


Wake: 





‘THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


, Warrington (see advertisements, 


Burgess, 
July 28.—Messrs. Osporn & Mercer, at the 


dential Estate of about 437 acres, on the banks of the Wye, Radnor,-on the borders 
of Herefordshire, and commanding beautiful views down the Wye ee near 
Whitney Station and the town of Hay, and 18'miles from 


Messrs. Wilson, Bristows, & 


July 28,—Messrs. 


isement, page 3 of last week’s issue). 


Carpmael, London (see 
Exuis & Son, at the Mart, at 2, Seven Leasehold Cubitt-built 
Go uare and Taviton-street, on the Bedford Estate. Solicitors, Messrs. Camp _ 
& Ellis, Watford; Hill, Son, & Rickards, and Scadding & Bodkin, London (see 


4 of last week’s issue) 
at 2, “ 


advertisem: 
July 28.—Messrs. Ropert Bonp & Sons, at the Great White Horse Hotel, Ipswich, at 4 
i joi Pleasure Farm of Freehold, with 


p-m., 


ton Manor, with 


modern Residence and Outbuildi near Wi 


Frere, Cholmeley, & Co 
July 29.—Messrs. Epwin 


Dorking main aoa 


sane te 


ouse and Grounds, : 


fields (see advertisement in this week’s issue, 


July 30.— 


Freehold and 


Shops, 
hol 


the co’ 


and Premises 


= see i 
= . Fox ed, og at the Mart, A — 
Own as ve, ving a building frontage on ’ 
Land at Walton. Solicitors, Messrs. M bent, ‘Becton, & Marony 4 
at n. ici . Murray, Hu ’ UrTa, 
advertisement, page 4 of last week’s issue).—Also, in 16 Lots, Parts | a 
Share in the New River. Solicitors, Messrs. 


78 acres, 
Suffolk. Solicitors, Messrs. 
page 3 of last week’s issue). 
at 2, the Freehold Estate of 18] 


i 


urman & Quekett, 35, Lincoln’s-inn- 


4). 
Messrs. Despennam, Tewson, Fanme t | ees at the Mart, at 2, 
Leasehold Properties of the late John Clutton, Eaq., i 
Baker-street, Fit 


in Wi 
and Leasehold Ground-rents, ae to 


secured upon houses and shops 
Finchley-road ; and.also a Freehold 


known as 2, Walbrook, near 


, 
mmercial premises Mansion with 
reversion to the rack rent in fifty-five and a half years. Solicttor, H. 8. Cl 9% 
Whitehall-place (see ad ‘The 


of last week's issue).— 


comprising a modern resi: 
twenty minutes by rail and an hour’s drive from London. Solicitors, Messrs, Talbot 


re ts, page 4 
Estate C. 
Surrey, with an area of about 130 acres, 
adjoining, and a 
& Quayle. 
July 50.—Mr. 


le, Arundel-street, Strand (see advertisement, July 11, page 644). 
Eenest Owsps, at the at 2, Freehold emai tate amounting to 


£240 15s. 6d, secured upon 43 Houses and a piece of Land, Elm-grove and Yew-grove, 


Cricklewood, offered in 44 lots; and a Leasehold 


secured upon i8 Residences in Fulham-park 


park-gardens 
rnest Bevir, Esq., Temple, W.C.—Also Six Shops and 
-road, Hampstead, with a rent roll of £1,200. Solicitors, Messrs. Newman, 


Paynter, Gould, and Williams, 1, Clement’s-inn, and P. Warner, pot 4, Raymond’s- , 





buildings, London (see advertisements, page 4 of last week’s issue). 
SALE BEFORE AUCTION. 


Candover Hall Estate, near Shrewsbury, with its well-known 
prising 


and F . COM) 
Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & 
the Mart on Thursday last 


Elizabethan Mansion, Park, 


some 4,000 acres, has been sold privately by Messrs.» 
Co., who were to have offered this property to auction at . 
" RESULT OF SALE. 


ices were realized on Tuesday, at the London Auction Mart by - 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridge’ 


water for u block of freehold 


& 
the Paddington Station of the Great Western Railway. It inch the 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette—Faiway, July 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep rm CHAncrry. 


Burny Trix Prats Co, Limr 
8, it was ordered that the voluntary winding 
& Co, Mincing lane, solors far petars 


made by Vi Wi J., dated July 
TED—By an order me 3 Mee — 
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a wi bape Lye Sesenanes, Oo, aenpee| Ginna —Cre- | Lanz, Marra, Birmingham Aug 10 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 
on or before , to sen names e par- > = a ; 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to William Brown, Bank chmbrs, Great Grimsb Leacu, Tuomas, Salisbury, Wilts Aug8 Hodding & Jackson, Salisbury 
em Cre Co, angen Yen ow hag = or before Aug 9, to 7 oe Monrsz, Epwarp, Weybridge, Surrey Aug10 Morse & Co, Copthall bldgs 
addresses the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Samu A ~ 
(ES — plamapecadgaalbacegegal f=9c separ o-<tane Rend Boonen ap 
upon ie, BOLOr qui ERRY, WILLIAM, Kerrington, Somerset, Yeoman Augi Arnold & Uo, Wincanton 
—— Exxecraic Grow Lamp Syypicate, Limitrep—Creditors are uired, on or R : -E "s deni = ‘Kent Augl1 Rundle & Hobrow, Basinghall st 
befare Ang 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or | B4TCtirr, Euaa, Sydenham, ug ’ 5 
an oe sey a st, Strand. Snell & Co, 1 and 2, George st, | Raymonp, Sypvey, Pimlico Aug 18 Ley & Co, Carey st 
a solors for liquidator : . oo ~ Wi : 
Janus V. Tuaxan Lurrox & Co, Lnwrrp— Creditors : are required, ein état Sept 4, to 4, to Heswan, Fesmmn, Benet, Roman Catholic Priest Aug 22 Leathley & Willes, Lin. 
send their names an ses, aN e particulars o eir debts or claims, ; ; i 
a pe reg — M+ aed James Wall, 42, Finsbury pavement. Benjamin, 24, Cole- + ws — — — por be ected os Price sag Balop 
man st, solor for liquidators CRIVEN, THOMAS, ampton Aug riven & Terry, Northampton 
Port Beiza Co, Limirzp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 30, to send their : ; , st. Fi . 
names and ad addresses, and the particulars of theia debts or ph og to Wm. Arthur Sac, Josera, Alexandria, Egypt Aug 18 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury — 
Smith, 28 and 29, 8t Swithin’s lane Simpson, Gzorce Newman, Polstead, Suffolk Aug10 Grimwade, Hadleigh 
Sreecu House Couiieries Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 22, to Srizes, the Rey Rosenr Canina, Froxfield, Wilts Aug 22 Shepheards, Finsbury 








send their names and addresses, and the particulars of heir debts or claims, to Frede- civeus 
rick William Smith, at the offices of the company, Lydney Srreetoy, Jouy Gzoraz, Islington, Decorator Aug 20 Habgood, Highbury 
County Patating or Lancaster. Sumner, Many, Brighton Augi5 Tathams & Pym, Frederick’s pl 


Wexviess Cuain Co, Lunren—Petn for winding up, presented July 16, directed to be . : : 
heard at Manchester on July 27. Gill & Co, 14 Cook st, Liverpool, solors for petnrs. | Wanp, Jouy, Withycombe Raleigh, Devon Aug 21 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 


Hietine of eppen ay g must reach the above-named not later than six o’clock in the after- | Wruuspury, Joux, Hartlebury, Worcester July 31 Ivens & Morton, Kidderminster 
noon y 23 | 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. | Fam Raery Henrsegt, Beauchief Glen, Derby, Broker July 31 Fewsdale Smith, 
Susrenpep ror Turez Montus. | Winans, Gaonas Loox Squire, Winscombe, Somerset, Yeoman Aug 12 Powell, 


Carace Hitt Buriat Society, Stanhope Arms, Horsforth, Yorks. July 
Lrverpoot Saitmakers’ Unirep Doar RIAL Society, British Queen tag, 4, New Quay, | | Winusams, “THomas, Menai Bridge, Anglesey July 31 Jones, Menai Bridge 


Liverpool. July 15 Witmor, Exuey, Eastbourne Aug5 Pidcock & Sons, Eastbourne 
London Gazette.—Tvuxspay, July 21. | Wvarr, James, Torquay Aug 21 J &8 P Pope, Exeter 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. } London Gazette.—Turspay, July 14. 


LiMiTED 1x Pssccnme 


Birwincuam Ants Civs, Lintren—Creditors , oft or before Aug 15, to send in ici i 
os 7 mand —— fand particulary of their wap ded or den, 2 Ean d Allen ae ped Biassy, John st, Bedford row, Solicitor Aug20 White, John st, Bed. 
aterioo iT™m1n; m 
Natiowan SxatTixc PAvace, ee for winding up, presented July 15, directed | BATTBSON, Saran Ann, Chesterfield, Derby Sept 25 Clark, Chesterfield 
= on July 29. Sherwood, 34, Essex st, Strand, solor for putaw. Notice of | Boave, Sorsta Exizasery, Bournemouth July 30 Mason & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
aaa reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of | | Booker, Arrep, Redditch, Worcs Aug 8 . Browning, Redditch 


New =... Tea Manxer, Leursse-Sote for wintiog up, presented July 16, directed to | | Bripce, Jonas, Padiham, Lanes, Builder Augi12 Waddington, Burnley 
be heard on July 29. Freeman, 324, Camberwell New rd, solor for petner. Notice of | Broome, Gzorce Kexsaut, Hollinwood, nr Oldham Sept10 A &G W Fox, Manchester 


must reach the cake not ay on 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
| Brows, Wii11am, Berkswell, Warwick, Farmer Aug15 Browetts, Coventry 
Borcuer, James Atcar, Brixton, Distiller’s Agent Aug 22 Cates & Co, Fakenham, 
Johnson, 14, Jewry st, Winchester Norfolk 


—— = "ation RB pycrananive Soorers, Laut mp—Ovoditors are required, on or | a... Rosert, Cullompton, Devon, Farmer ao Cg & Co, Cullompton 
ore send their names dresses, and particulars of their debts or | Corrox, Louisa Any, Newport, W Aug 17 Roacl is, Newport 
’ 
~~ food James White, 67, 8t Michael’s hill, Bristol. Barnett & Leonard, solors, | Crorr, Jane, Peckham Sept1 Bond, Golden sq 


W. Extis . & Saperan Seolinns are rot on or before Aug 31, to send their | Eyaxs, Bensamry, Aberdare, Glam, Licensed Victualler Aug4 Richards, Aberdare 
aon a 23, Bartlett's bldgs, Holborn —* alg HA Tho a ony for + Everett, Witt1am, Bournemouth Aug15 Smith &Sons, Andover, Hants 
liquidator A F om Exizaneru Mary Annz, Clapham Ang 26 Taylor & Co, Field Court, Gray's 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. bas 

IspErzNDENT  Foussrans Fx Frrenpty Society, held at house of Mr. Cartin, Cliff, Thrus- | Hantow, Micuat. James, Margate, Kent, Licensed Victualler Sept1 Boys, Margate 


Asuton, Mary, Middleton, nr Manchester Aug 25 Slater & Co, Manchester 





y 28 
Sovurnern Rerenze Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 





i tton, Northampton, Farmer Aug 20 Kingé& 
a ome Mew ’s Crus Association, Limirep, Wellington st, Kettering, | ae Wastes P ad 
y8 Hissent, Mary, Manchester Aug10 Broadsmith & Stead, Manchester 
ney Ltt Court, Ancient Order of Foreste endly Soc White Hart Inn, ¢ F 
Pendle Hill, Sabden, Blackburn, ha Tuly 15 ow asa ” | Hiaas, Mrs Lowisa, Brockley, Kent July 30 Mason & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


ete nina ee Friznpiy Bocizrr, Puesdown Inn, Hazleton, Horvz, Epwix, Woolston, Hants, Builder Sept1 Aldridge, Southampton 
. | Knowxes, Joun, Cardiff Augi17 Belcher, Cardiff 
TT | Larus, Mancaret, Preston, Lancs Aug18 Banks & Co, Preston 
Lawgencz, Janz, Cityrd Augi Hewitt & Chapman, Nicholas lane 





? 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES. Maruer, Marcaret Mania, Holywell, Flint Aug 24 Atkinson & Co, Manchester 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. Newsoy, Mary Any, Norton, Durham Aug15 Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Last Day or Cram. Perry, Witi1Am, Kerrington, Somerset, Yeoman Augi Arnold & Co, Wincanton 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 10. | Puarr, Witt1AM, Bury, Lanes, Grocer Aug 1 Pickstone & Jones, Radcliffe Bridge, 
‘ : a ce } Lancs 
Btzv, Exzaxor, Birkenhead Avg1 Fisher & Co, Liverpool Pore, Witt1am Tosmuinsoy, Moss Side, Manchester Aug 31 Crofton & Co, Manchester 


Brexiz, Manrix, Schollach, Baden, Farmer Aug 21 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury | Saxpers, Exisau, Rhyl, Flint Aug 15 Cope, Longton 
Biackaone, Joux Ricuarv, West Buckland, Somerset Aug 21 J & 8S P Pope, Exster Goantey, 4 Jouayyx Nickoxavus Rirrer Vow, Vienna, Austria Aug 22 Goldberg & Co, 


, . % Pye. ury circus 

soni fn Lawaexce, Douglas, lof M Aug ‘ Jeffery & Co, Birmingham Suaw, Repecca, Dewsbury, Kent Aug10 Ridgway & Ridgway, Dewsbury 

> agp - — ~_ 10 Hilder, Jermyn at, Ot James's SwaLLow, Bewsamin Hatz, South Kyme, Lincoln, Farmer July 31 Jessop & 00, 
Burcuam, Rosert Parraivar, Norwich, Artist Sept 1 Hanchett, Manchester Sleaford 
Busgsert, Atrzev, Ripon, Butcher Aug1 Wise & Son, Ripon Tay ior, Cuanes, Birmingham Augi2 Snow & Atkins, Birmingham 
Cianxe, Lyvia, East Carlton, Norfolk Augi15 Leathes Prior, Norwich Tones, Tuomas, Radcliffe, Lancs, Carrier Sept1 Pickstone & Jones, Radcliff2 Bridge, 

. Lancs 

Croruize, Frepenicn, Weston super Mare Aug 19 Ruscombe & Co, Bridgwater Towns.ey, Witt1am Henry, Scarborough Aug 31 Nelson & Co, Leeds 


Drrouze, Sz.ixa, Redhill, Surrey Augi0 Love & Knight, Redhill Tucker, Mary, Bath Aug1 Little & Lyle, Bath 

Gartiaxp, Evwanp, East Grinstead, Butcher Aug18 Pearless & Sons, East Grinstead Vauouton, Epwarp, Birmingham Aug 21 Colmore & Monckton, Birmingham 

Haxuax, Groncr, Bognor, Sussex, Painter Aug 10 Staffurth & Staffurth, Bognor Vawsen, Mrs Anne Srockpa.e, Market Weighton, York Sept 15 Sargent, Pockling- 
ton 


Heatran, Eowarv Hawxen, Dawlish, Devon Aug 22 Tozer & Co, Dawlish | 
‘ : Ww ‘oed Aug 22 D m & Co, 
Kr.y, Janes, Kingston upon Hull, Water Bailiff Aug 8 Townsend, Hull | s ae pay Tar 3 eae : Perey Ay ies 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, Cau as, Asean, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet July 14 | Feewr, LY, Sates Bieminghom, P. prision Salesman Birmisg- 
re yl am Pet June 5 Ju 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 17. Cray ros, a P Writs, | Seema, Manufacturer Guonan, Howsne, Kensington, Solicitor High Court Pet 
e et July 15 O uly 15 April10 Ord June 4 
RECEIVING OBDEBS. J Day, WitutaM Axtoyr, Hawsham, Lincs, Carrier Great | Greaves, Georcr, and James Roperrsuaw, Tals 
Bannow, Cuantzes Hexry, Wolverhampton Wolver- Grimsby Pet July11 Ord July 11 Printing Machine Makers Leeds Pet July 15 9 
hampton Pet July 14 Ord July 15 . Even, Isaac, 8t Helens, Lancs Liverpool Tet June 27 July 15 
Banzow, Sanan Bavex, Wolv mpton, Hairdresser Ord July 14 | Sennen Grorce Sreep, a, poeete, Plumber Hastings 
Wolverharopton Pet July 15 Ord July 15 Exston, James, Crediton, Devon, Machinist Exeter Pet Pet July 14 Ord Jul 
Bares, Atyzep, Wilson, Le ew ~ =p _— Gardener | July 13 Ord Jul 13 | Heaton, piczane, Be ee Manufacturer Manchester 
Leicester Pet July 13 Ord July Erugrtos, Haney Huon Pasxer, and Harvey Parker iedty pg tae dg 
Baywiss, Avvert, Finsbury AY Fase Dealer High Ernertoyx, Worthing, Masons Brighton Pet July 14 | Hickmay, Geonoe, Gorton, Lancs, Bricklayer Manchest: 
Court Pet July 15 | Ord July 15 Ord July 15 Pet July 14 Grd July 14 


Bincuai, Jauns, Leig Lanes, Confectioner Bolton Fasusn, Jous, Holbeck, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet July | Houtiowoerrs, Joun Banton, Egginton, Derby, Grow 
Pet July 13 Tay’ 13 14 Ord July 14 Burton on Trent Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
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anton 


Villes, Lin. 
Salop 


Cres 


, Finsbury 


minster 
lale Smith, 


2 Powell, 


ohn st, Bed- 


nm fields 


Manchester 


4 


Fakenham, 
mpton 


yerdare 


urt, Gray's 


, Margate 
20 King & 


ids 


nester 

‘ees 
ncanton 
iffe Bridge, 
Manchester 


berg & Co, 
ssop & Co, 


iffe Bridge, 


am 
tt, Pockling- 


awson & Co 


n Birmisg- 
Court Pet 


AW, Leeds, 
aly 15 Onl 


+ Hastings 
Manchester 
Manchest? 


rby, Grove 
) 


Inevate, Rosert, Aikton, Cumbrld, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet July 13 Grd Jul y 13 

Hoyt, — hd ang Wilts, Innkeeper Frome Pet 
July 15 Ord tg Bs 

JerreRizs, — aly ie Hants, Baker Salisbury 


Pet July 2 

JennINGHAM, ont July Costessy Hall, nr Norwich 
Norwich Pet June 3 Mord July 15 

san, i Swansea Swansea Pet July 14 Ord 

yl 

Lewis, Joun Jones, Swansea, a Victualler Swan- 
sea Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

McDoveatt, Witi1am, Upper Eastville, nr Bristol, Potato 
Merchant Bristol Pet June 20 Ord July 13 

Mitcuert, Henry, Southfleet, Kent, Market Gardener 
Rochester Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Mucrorp, Ricwarp —— Swindon, Tailor Swindon Pet 
July 15 Ord July 15 

oar ik Anruur, Kelby, Lincs, Farmer Boston Pet July 

Ord July 15 

aie CHARLES, en ib Shop Assistant High Court 
Pet Julyi Ord J 

Piant, JAMES, Nowontle ~~ Lyme, Potter’s Turner 
Hanley Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Pour, Henry, ock Wood, Kent, — * ree, Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet July 13 Ord July 

Prick, Joun, Marsh, Huddersfield Tailor’ s Cutter 
Huddersfield Pet July13 Ord July 13 

Repueap. Exvizasetn Any, and ten Mason, South 
Shields, Chemists Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 14 
Ord July 14 

Roserts, Tuomas Danrer, Mardy, Glam, Grocer Ponty- 
pridd Pet July15 Ord July 15 

Sauypers, Arcumepes, Birmingham, Provision Dealer 
Birmingham Pet July 15 Ord Ju hy 15 

Suear, Gzorce, Newport, : Nae Fruit Salesman Newport 


Pet July15 Ord July 
Surruson, Epmunp, Kingston upo a ana King- 
nad, Pork Butcher 


ston upon Hull Pet July 13 Ord J 

Summers, AnTHUR Freperick, Pon 
— Pet July 13 Ord July 1 

Sweet, eg Ey General Dealer Plymouth 

Pet July 13 Ord July 1 

Tom«inson, ARTHUR, Oldham, Innkeeper Oldham Pet 
July13 Ord July 13 

Weanes, wag Southampton Southampton Pet July 
ll yl 

Wi xrxson, Groret, Southport, tases, | Commercial Agent 
Liverpool Pet July15 Ord July 15 

Wituams, Henry Eias, Caellwyn; Carnarvons, 
Quarryman Bangor Pet July 13 Se Ora July 13 

Wiiuiams, Ricnarp Joun Paaz, — Farmer Kingston, 
Surrey Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


Amended notice substituted for that hn in the 
London Gazette of July 7 


Bostock, Wiut14m, Wilderspool, Cheshire, Builder War- 
rington Pet June tl Ord July 3 


Amended notice substituted for that - in the 
London Gazette of July 14 


Fixcu, Artuur, Streatham, Surrey Geeta Pet 
June 16 Ord July 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avaus, C F, Tavistock Hotel, Covent grdn July 28 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

a, ben soe Oxford, Goal Merchant July 24 at 12 

ruptcy office, Oxtord 

Binet a ames, Leigh, Lancs, Confectioner July 25 at 
1l 16, Wood ‘st, Bolton 

Buissert, ArTauR, Portsea, Hants, Teacher of Music July 
28 at 3.30 Off Rec, ‘Cambridge Junction, High st, 
-Portsmouth 

Bostock, Witt1am, Wilderspool, Cheshire July 21 at 
10.50. Court House, Upper Bank st, Warrington 

Brown, Witttam, Gravesend, Kent ‘Aug 10 ati2 115, 
High st, Rochester 

Covrin, Tuomas Wacker, Upper Park rd, Haverstock hill, 

July 24 at 2.30 Bankruptey buildings, 


Crewe, Josern, Clapton, Financial Agent July 24 at 12 
kruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Davis, WILLIAM, See —" Maker July 24 at 
D 12 Teakeuney 3 y bldgs, Care S 7 

> Ames, Brighouse, Yorks. “Coo July 27 at 11 Off 
Townhall ¢ mbrs, Halifax ‘ var 

Senet Wittiam = Henry, Welsh ton, iw 4 
Farmer July 24 at 1.45 Victoria Wroek Hig 

Whitchurch 


muse, Rronarp, Leeds July 27 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 


he James, Crediton, Devon, Machinist July 28 at 11 
Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Fron, Joun Bennet, Plymouth, Tobacconist July 25 at 
11 10, Athenzoum ter, Plymouth 

Gaunt, Josera, Leeds July 24 “at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park 


row, Leeds 
Gronar, Epwarp, Kensington, Solicitor July 29 at 11 
ankruptey bid Carey st re 
“— Txrropors, am Smelter July 24 at 2.15 Off 


tec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Haxcock, Aupenr, Bhetteld. Box Boot puntos July 27 at 2.30 


Hopasox, Joun, Kingston upon ull, Coniocper July 25 
atll Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hi J 
Hoacarp, Frank, "Chertsey, Surrey, Cabinet Turner July 

24 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Brid 
Tervare, Ropert, Aikton, Cumberland, Farmer July 29 
* atl2 Of pod gt Lowther st, » Cartiste 
waneen Kensington uly 27 at 12 Bank- 
toy bla Carey st : 





Maxe om Goonee + Chieeteant, Kent, Hap Bester July 27 


at it 11 tey bi Ca 
es J Ww, Kal toy, Yen Se. Dicnotorte Dealer July 24 
ma Davi, °Ware. Herts rts, Builder seadaes at3 71 
Temple chm ~ Poe avenue 
aaa Taomas Lewemaee, Manchester, Manufac- 
: aay oe 3 Ogden’ 's chmbrs, ge st, Man- 


Pusan, J nage Gage, Root, Tea Dealer Aug 10 at 11.30 

1 

Pangeze oe Sheffield, Journeyman Tailor July 27 
at 2 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Pert, os ie mes, Architect July 24 at 
2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Ranoevey, Wit.iam Henry, Chesterfield, Derby, qanr 
oe ietor July 25 at 12.15 Angel Hotel, Chester- 


—— wr i N Manufacturer July 
24 at 11 W Ran ot Peters Char Church walk, a 


Smrrusoy, i. —— upon Hull, Dattes July 25 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Sreevs, Josern Jacxton, Crewe, Cheshire, Painter July 
24 at 10.45 Reyal Hotel, Crewe 

Tancock, cms, Templeton, Devon, Labourer July 23 at 
ll Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Tisss, ss, Punorvat, Old Old Broad st, Se Cary Promoter July 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Care, 
va Jouy, re uly 2at3 Off 


Vena Rt July 29 at 3 


una. Boras MCaepcltown, Sheffield, 
Butcher July 24 at 10 Off Rec, Regent st, Barnsley 

Waite, lowe Maidstone, Kent, General ~~ reel 
Aug 5 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, King ‘st, 

WItxixsoyx, THomas, Lincoln, Joiner July 30 at 12 Off 
Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Wotrr, Henrtx, Hythe, Kent July 24at 9.15 Off Ree, 
Castle st, Canterbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ApPLEWHAITE, Henny Cavurcuitt, Piccadilly, Gent High 
Court Pet May2 Ord July 14 

Austex, Jonn Wituiam, and Emity Austex, 8t + ae 
Wood, Watchmakers High Court Pet May 14 Ord 


July 15 
Bansow, Mare Awmetia, Seaforth Liverpool Pet May 15 
Bares, damian, Wien Leics, Market Gardener Leicester 
Pet July 13° Ord July 13 
Sarge, Ang ALBERT, Furniture Dealer High 


Pet Jul s Ord ang bd 
Bincuatt, J anne ectioner Bolton Pet 
Jul Ord Ji 


y 13 
Biro, Frank, and i Ricketts Netsoy, Bristol, 
Fishmongers Bristol Pet June 23 Ord July 14 


Bong, Panes, Durham, Ironmonger Durham - Pet 

y 

Branton, Joseru, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet June 1 
Ord July 9 


Canaan, Seaman, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet July 14 


uly 1 
Carter, Tuomas, Waltham fit, Market Gardener 


onton Pet JulyS Ord J 
Crayton, Joun Witttam, Sheffield, . Sheffield 
hurch st, Builder High 


Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
Covey, Wituiam F 

Court Pet Feb 21 Ord "yalp 14 
Day, Wituiam Atrorr, Howsham, Lincs, Coal Dealer Gt 

Grimsb: by Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
aes - Tuomas, Leeds Pet June 11 Ord 


8 
wae. - A St Helens, Lanes Liverpool Pet June 26 
Ord July 15 
— en Crediton, Machinist Exeter Pet July 13 
3 
Farper, Jem, Holbeck, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet July 


14 Ord July 14 
—_ July 18 Streatham Wandsworth Pet June 12 


am and James RoperrsHaw. 
: ting Machine Mak Makers Leeds Pet July 15 Ord 


Sal 1s" 15 
Macnee, Joszpn, Lichfield, Printer Walsall Pet July 
8 Ord July 13 


a Ta 
4 
Harueruy, Epwarp Tox, 2" eser Comm, Bristol, 
Builders Bristol vate Ord July 15 
weecne, $Y Geease, Lanes Manchester Pet July 
14 
Hip Wanusam Hens, Cava Cardiff Pet June 25 Ord 
Sheen spate Be St Albans Pet June 11 Ord 





July 14 
Hoeaarp, Franx, con, Oe et Turner 
8 be = J Set aly 8 Ord July 13 
Howuixeworts, Joux Barron, , Grocer 
Burton on Trent Pet July 15 July 15 


Hunt, om, od Fae Wilts, Innkeeper Frome Pet 
July Ord July 15 

Irepaue, yomes Amine, Cumbrid, Farmer Carlisle Pet 
July 18 Ord Jul 

Leonarb, Pararick Kerrfield, Hants, County 
Court Judge Court Pet Aug 10 Ona July 15 

Lvoas, Joun Hanry, songuian, Farmer Swindon 
Pet June18 Ord Jul uly 1 

McDoveatt, Wiiuiam, Britt Potato Merchant Bristol 
Pet June 20 Ord Juk 


Lax, manus it1am, Portsea, Hants, Optician July | Mironett, Heyry, Sou Kent, Market Gardener 
Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Rochester Pet enol jen, 4 
sak | Mounts, en, Bowase, Linge . Farmer Wrexham 
Locke, Wittiam Mitton, Ne Mon, Insurance | rd July 14° 


n 
Agent July 24at 12 Of Reo, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Musrondy 
N Mon , | Pet July 


ewport, 





enite 102, Cainten, Wilts, Tailor Swindon 
15 Ord July 15 ” 





‘Wiitrams, Henry Etias, 
Quarryman Bangor 





Mvywonrs, Recisatp Watwry, > Pimindan, Wireworker 
J 
Fut Bel 6 Ord uly 15 Pet 


Pangan, Jomy, § ae Se 
» Newastlo under Lyme, Milliner Hanley 
Pet July Ord J 


, JOHN See ai Cate Huidersfiall 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 


Rep Euizaperu Aw, and Dororay Macon, Sos 
Shielé Chemists Neweastle on Tyne Pet July m 





Grorce, Newport, 
July 15 Ord July 15 
oad Ma York st, St James’s High Court Pet 
13 
Surrnson, Epmunp, upon Hull, Butcher King- 
ston upon Hull Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
Summers, Aare Seva, _ Bostrpridd, Pork Butcher 
4 Geoot D 
8 Dealer Plymouth 
i Ot | 


Tomkins, ALFRED Islington High Court Pet 


May 21 Ord July 13 
Touaistor, Onn yaly 38 Oldham, Innkeeper Oldham Pet 
y 13 
Witorse, Ricuarp, Hopton, nr Nesscliffe, Salop, Farmer 
“Shrew Pet June 23. Ord July 8 


Pet July 11 Ord Saly 13 


Ameniied notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 14: 


am, ‘Wi11am, Wilderspool, Ches, Builder Warring- 
Pet June il Ord July 10 


London Gasette-—Torsvar, July 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Witt Nottingham, Puties Case Maker 
Banottingham Pet July 16 gras 
orks, Grocer Pet July 18 


Bextiey, Bexsamin, Y¥ 
Ord 


BONE aly 18 15_ Ord July 15 , - 
Buat, Sauvet, r Plymouth, Labourer Plymouth Pet July 


17 Ord July 17 e 
E, and Josern Crarxe, Leicester, Carriage 
mes Pm Pet July 17 Ord Jaly 17 
Cueec, Oates, Halifax, Warehouseman Halifax Pet July 
18 Ord July 18 


Com, Jans” Redditch Birmingham Pet July i6 
Curvow, Francis, New Barnet, Herts, Oilman Barnet 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
Datrox, Jossrx | yyy bo Pn. aaa 
Sunderland ‘une y 
a Sm Geologist High 
ory Draper West 


July 15 
= Blacksmith 


D Henry, Pepys rd, 
ma Pet July 17 Or Ora Jaly 
CH 
ae ee rely 5 Ord 


y by Y, Epetaeel, ae 
Pe "Bloaridgs igo a dale ts Ord July 14 
we 
y. y 
Fautxner, Caanies, Coven, Staffs, Farm Bailiff Wolver- 
hampton Pet July 16 Ord July 17 


in = ag eae Provision Merchant High 
16 
Hayes, ve, Wan bury, High Court Pet 
July 17 
, Kent, Baker Croydon Pet June 25 
Hvenes, Rosset, Britonferry, Glam, Labourer Neath Pet 
July 18 Ord Jay 18 
Krxe, pe et July Sia aie + Tea Dealer Hast- 
ord, Fishmonger Guildford 
von Jag Lincoln Pet July 17 Ord 


Lo 
"pa July 17 On Ord Jul 
Mepp, Touas, Lincoln, 

Staffs, Cattle Dealer 
17 Ord l+4 


Movtp, Rosert 

Birmingham Pet y 
Pavusr, Samcer 2a Hampton, Carrier 
re ays Albans Pet 


Sete, Selie; Cee: ee 


= sev, Tueus Ord July 16° 

mR) B Yorks, Baker Shef- 
field Pet July 16 ‘Ord July 16 

Seusy L Sion. Sage Carmarthen Pet 


Ord 
Serwovn, Brighton, House Decorator Brighton 
Pet July 17 Ord J 
sig ord Otte 


Dorchester Pet July 17 Ord 
A ~S Ord 


Symonpson, Sypxey 

Coal Merchant 
8 ro Farperrcx, and Haany Macx, Oak 
yuonpson, SYDNEY ‘ARBRY 

Wharf, Battersea, Merchants Wandsworth’ Pet 
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Wearneritt, Joux Frepericx, Hartlepool, Draper 
Sunderland Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Wess, Davin, Appleton, Berks, Farmer Oxford Pet July 
17 -Ord July 17 

West, Ann Yn All Ventnor, IW Newport Pet July 
18 Ord July 18 

Wairexeap, Joun, Bridgend, ae. Market Gardener 
Cardiff Pet July17 Ord July 17 

Wren, Ernest, Staple Hill, Glos Bristol Pet July 18 
Ord July 18 

Wryrtues, Josepn, Dudley, Wores, Grocer Dudley Pet 
June 12 Ord Jul 

Amended notiee veel for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 16: 


Woopw arp, Georor, Gosport,Grocer Portsmouth Pet 


June 11 Ord June ll 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 


Doraxt, L. L. J., New Cross rd, Brick Merchant High 
Court Rec Ord July 10,1895 Rese July 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Attey, George Wasuixcrox, South Shields, Shipbroker 
July 29 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Bagnrett, Grorce, jun, Fakenham, Norfolk, Cattle Dealer 
Aug 1 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bates, Atrrep, Wilson, Leics, Mar et Gardener July 28 
at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

BeRryMAN, JosErH, West Cowes, Fruiterer Aug 1 at 11.30 
Off , Newport, Isle of Wight 

Beswick, Samurt, Snainton, Yorks, Farmer and Joiner 
on = at 12 Off Ree, 74, Newborough st, Scar- 


Birp,, ll and Francis Ricketts Neusoy, Bristol, 


——- Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


more ee Norrox Busn, Lyng, Norfolk Aug lat 12 
Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bowocorrt, Wits, Monmouth, Horse Dealer July 28 at 
at1 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, ew Mon 

Barrow, ARTHUR, Morley, Yorks July 8 at 3 Off Ree, 
Bank chmbrs, Batley 


Ones a Darlaston, Staffs, Baker July 29 at 11.30 
CaLuis, Aber, Leicester, Baker July 28 at 3 Off Rec, 
st, Leicester 


Cuovan, Grorcs, Ebberston, Yorks July 31 at 11 Off 
Ree, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Cotemay, Ropert, Lowestoft Aug 4 at 10.15 Lovewell 
Blake’s Office, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

Davies, Tomas Jervis, Pontypridd, Butter Merchant 
July 2 ati2 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

De Sautzs, A G, Edgbaston, Commercial Traveller July 

at1l1 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Evass, Davin, South Shields aay 29 at 11 Off Rec, 30, 
st, Newcastle on Tyn 
— on, Lat Leeds, Butcher "Fuly 30 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 


Green, Sie a Oxfords, Builder July 29 at 12 
Office, Oxford 
Hackett, Josern, Lichfield, Printer July 29 at 11 Off 
Rec, Walsall 
Haruerty, Epwarp Tom, and Henry Carr, Bristol 
— July 29 at 11.45 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


Hewes, Taomas O.persnaw, Stevenage, Herts, Joiner 
July 30-at 11.30 Court house, Luton 

Hickman, Georce, Gorton, Lancs, oe July 31 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs‘ Bridge st, Manchi 

Howuixeworts, Jouyx Barroy, Easinton, Derbys, Grocer 
July 28 at 11° Off Rec, gg Derby 

Hest, Joux, Westbury, Wilts, er, July 29 at 3.30 

Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, sui st, B 

—— ta me Burnley, Lan sone a July 30 

Exchnge Hotel, Nicholas st, ww 
Lax, sae Joux, Westleton, Suffolk, Grocer Aug 4 at 
10.30 Lovewell Blake’s Office, Sth Quay, Gt Yarmouth 
Mazspex, Josep, Leeds, ne Merchant July 29 at 12 
Ree, 22, Park row, 

Masos, WituraM Frepericx, Durham, Bootmaker July 29 
at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Matruews, ALFRED JAMES, Holloway, Commercial Travel- 
ad July 29 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 

e 

J Witu1am, Upper Eastville, nr Bristol, Potato 

Merchant July 29at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn 


st, Bristol 

Meaczr, Feeperick Beryanp, Newport, I of W, Tailor 
Augiati2 Off Ree, Newport, lot W 

Mepp, Lincoln, ‘Baker July 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
31, Silver st, Lincoln 


Meznicz, Rosert James, Cheddar, Somerset, ge July | 


29 at 1230 Off Rec, Bank cham! bers, Corn street, 


Mircue.t, Hesry, Southfleet, Kent Aug 10 at 11 115, 
Rochester 


Mysons, ange Watwrns, Birmingham, Wire Worker 
July 90 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 


Norsos, Wautax, Siow, @lerk July 28at 11 Bank 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Peat, Cuagres, 


tee Assistant July 28 at 2.30 


Peruzwas, Teemaix Rows, Padstow, Cornwall July 28 at 
Ponnaes Witt ee taal Boog 
ILLIAM t Jul 
Mat 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds =, —_ bed 
Porz, Cuantes, Cambridge, lican y 30 at 11 
pg Eh 
Paice, Jonx, Huddersfield, Tailor’s Cutter July 
Batili orn, John William st, Huddersfield 
om — Outfitter July 28 at 3.30 
Sazar, Gzors 


at3 Off Bee, Newport, Isle of Wight 


Off | 


Tuns Hotel, | 
=, Newport, I of W, Fruit Salesman Aug 1 | 
i 


Surry, Jacosn, Middlesbrough, Pawnbroker July 29 at 3 
Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Srrickitanp, Cuarues, Castle st, Oxford st July 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Weatueritt, Joun Frepericx, Hartlepool, Drager July 
29 at 5 Royal Hotel, West Hartlepoo 

WeissserG, Simon, Southampton July 28 at 12 Off Rec, 
4, East st, Southampton 

Woops, Hestop, Leeds, Photographer July 29at11 Off 
Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barrow, Saran Hapen, Wolverhampton, * canes 
Wolverhampton Pet July 14 Ord July 17 

Bentuey, Beysamin, Burley in Wharfedale, Yorks, Grocer 
Leeds Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Birra, ALBERT Norton — Lyng, Norfolk Norwich 
Pet June 10 Ord July 18 

Bong, Frayc.s, ae Dentist Stockton on Tees 
Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

-— Plymouth Plymouth Pet July 16 Ord 

y17 
Criarke, Isaac, and Josep CLARKE, he gest Carriage 
uilders Leicester Pet July 16 Ord July 

Cuece, Oates, Halifax, Warehouseman dtifax Pet 
July18 Ord July 18 

Derry, Henry, Pepys rd, New Cross, High 
Court Pet July17 Ord July 17 

DerpBysHireE, Ricuarp, West rents Draper West 

Bromwich Pet July14 Ord July 15 

Dunx, Henry, Prestwood, nr ~~ 57 Blacksmith 

Stourbridge Pet July 14 Ord July 1 


FAvuLKNER, CHARLES, Coven, ~ eo _ eae Wolver- 
hampton Pet July 16 Ord Jul 

Foutston, Jonny, Stratford pl, Oxford rl High Court Pet 
Feb15 Ord July 17 

Gergen, Joun, Cassington, Oxfords, Builder 
July 15 Ord July 16 

Gree, Bensamin, and Samus. Greex, West Bromwich 
Dudley Pet July 16 Ord July 16 


Hatt, Ernest Ausert, Hackney, Provision Merchant 
High Court Pet July16 Ord July 16 

Heaton, Ricuarp, Eccles, Lancs, Manufacturer Man- 
chester Pet July1 Ord July 17 

Hewes, Tuomas OtpersHaw, Stevenage, Herts, Joiner 
Luton Pet July8 Ord July 18 

Hueues, Roser, Britonferry, Glam, Labourer Neath Pet 
July 18 Ord July 18 


Keesrie, Henry, Coleman st, Solicitor 
Dec4 Ord July 18 

Lez, Daniet Jonyx, Westleton, Suffolk, Grocer 
mouth PetJuly7 Ord July 18 


Mepp, Tromas, Lincoln, Baker 
Ord July 17 


Oppy, Arnraur, Hastings, Picture Frame Maker Hastings 
Pet July9 Ord July 17 


Paumer, Samvet Esenezer, Heathfield, ma Carrier 
Kingston, ee Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Peat, Cuaries. Hackney, Shop Assistant High Court 
Pet July1 Ord July 18 

— ax, Tremais Row “. Padstow, Cornwall 

uly 16 Ord July 16 

Pov g g ty Paddock Wood, Kent, ag Labourer 
Tunbridge Wells Pet July11 Ord uly 1 

Puen, James Bensamry, Rotherham, Baker Sheffield Pet 
July 16 Ord July16 

Rake, Henry, Durham, Athletic Outfitter Durham Pet 
July 16 Ord July 16 

Reap, Gzorce, Ham d, Journalist High Court Pet 
Janel0 Ord July 16 

Rostrxson, James, Ulverston, Lancs, Surgeon Ulverston 
Pet June9 Ord July 18 

Rosrysoy, Jomn, Stone, Staffs, Farmer Stafford Pet June 
11 Ord June 23 

Setsy, WILi1An, Gardignn, Draper Carmarthen Pet July 
17 Ord July 1 

Suita, Tom Szrmov 7”, paghaen, House Decorator Brighton 
Pet July 17 Ord July 15 

Stroup, Georce Cuarke, West Stafford, Dorset, Carpenter 
Dorchester Pet July 17 Ord July W 

SuTHERLAND, Ropert James Buroiss, Newcastle on Tyne, 
yay — Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 22 Ord 

Veen, a Clarence rd, Wood Green 
Pet July 15 Ord July 16 

Weartueritt, Joun Frepericr, eee, Draper Sun- 

derland Pet No J 14 Ord Jul uly 1 

| — —* Ee AMST eton, Berks, ; Oxford Pet 

} Julyi6 Ord 


| WEIssBERG, — Southampton Southampton Pet July 

10 Qrd July 1 

| West, Axw Buzanery, Ventnor,, I W Newport Pet 

| July 17 Ord July 18 

| Ve Ee aan, ¢ Market Gardener 

Cardi? PetJuly w Jul: 

WILKINsox, i Southport, Roll Commercial Agent 
Liverpool PetJwly 15 Ord Juty 17 

Wrerer, Astruur Leycester, Sth Kensington High 

| Court Pet April16 Ord July 17 

Wrrues, Joseru, ae Worms, Grocer Dadley Pa 
Junell Ord July 1 


Geologist 


Oxford Pet 


High Court Pet 
Gt Yar- 


Lincoln Pet July 17 


Truro 








All letters intended for pubbieution in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where diffioulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 





Edmonton } 





St: THOMAS’S a MEDICAL, 
Albert Sisbabkasent, London, 8.E. 


The WINTER SESSION of 1896-97 will open on ¥ 
FRIDAY, OCTOBER 2nd, when the prizes will be dis- 
tributed at Three p.m. by the Right Hon. Lord Justicg 
LINDLEY. q 

Three Entrance Scholarships will be offered for competi< 
tion in September—viz.: One of £150 and one of £60 in | 
Chemistry and a ‘with either Physiolozy, Botany, 
or Zoology, for t year’s students; one of £50 im 
Anatomy, Physiology, and Chemistry, for third year’s 
students. 

Scholarships and money prizes of the value of £300 are 
og at the Sessional Examinations, as well as several 
med: 

Special classes are held throughout the year for the Pre. 
liminary Scientific and Intermediate M.B. Examinations © 
of the University of London. f 

P. “gaa 2 appointments are open to students without 


onThe School Buildings ag the Hospital can be seen on 

application to the Medical Secretary. 

he fees may be paid in one sum or by instalments, 
Entries may be made separately to lecture or to hospital 
practice ; and special arrangements are made for students 
entering in their second or subsequent years, also for 
dental students and for qualified practitioners. 

A register of approved lodgings is kept by the Medical © 
Secretary, who also has a list of local medical practitioners, 
clergymen, and others who receive students into their” 
houses. 

For prospectuses and all particulars apply to Mr. 
the Medical Secretary. 

H. P. Hé AW KINS, Dean. 


Rendle, 


THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 
(BAR, SOLICITORS, UNIVERSITIES). 
Principal: Mz. J, CHARLESTON, B.A. (Law Honou g 

Oxon and London). 

A Nomser or Hicu-crass Honours Grapuares, 

BARRISTERS, AND SPECIALISTS. 

Preparation in small Classes and by Correspondence 
Individua! attention throughout. 
Thorough Private Tuition in any branch. 
Address: Tue Principat, Burtixeton Ciasses, 

27, CHANCERY-LANE, W.C, 


OUND INVESTMENT.—Absolutely as 
safe as Consols, and paying 6.per cent. rhea | 
built and capitally fitted Manufacturing Premises, hel 
for nearly 50 years at £250, and leased to a well-known 
London Company for the whole term at £500, leaving a 
clear net annual rental of £250. Price £4,125. ’—Address, 
“Trustee,” at Horncastle’s, Cheapside. 


A DYBETISER, experienced in Contentious 

Business and Costs, desire: permanent Evening 
Engagement after 6 p.m.—* Leslie,” 242, Vauxhall-bridge- 
road, 8.W. 


QBORETARE, —Wanted, by an English life 

company, a gentleman as Secretary, to establish a 
A in London and introduce at the outset a large busi- 
ness and high-class agents; none else need apply.—State 
age, experience, connections, references, to Lirz, care of 
J. \ W. Vickers, 5, Nicholas-lane, _ EC, 


NEXPENSIVE SCHOOL for Sons of 
Gentlemen. —500 have already been educated ; Thirty 
Guineas per annum ; Mage Warden, Graduate Masters; 
excellent arwangements ; rts, diet, references, &c.; 
healthy village.—Ad ddress Heapmasrer, Schorne College, 
near ow. ie 
OLICITORS, TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, 
and DEBENTURE-HOLDERS.—Izarp & Izarp, 
Trade and Valuers, 52, Gracechurch - street, 
Traders’ Businesses carried on and realized to best advan- 
e. Compensation Cases prepared under the Lands 
Clauses Act, Losses by Fire, &c. Forty years’ experience. 


1YOOD LIGHT OFFICES to Let on First 
Floor of 22, Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, 
W.C.; windows facing the street; suitable for barrister, 
solicitor, or accountant.—Apply, Paiuuis & Leieu, on the 
ground floor. 


herr for Invalid or r slight Mental Ca: Case, 


= every care and comfort; detached house, with 
garden; in beautiful situation ; near the sea.— 
rv M. D., Meads-place, Eastbourne. 


EDE AND SOK, 


ROBE ASR MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Loud Chancellor, the Whole of the 
dicial Bench, Corporationpf London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUZEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace 
Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gownte 

ESTABLISHED 1689. bs 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Tutors: 























